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Introduction
Participatory Innovation combines theories and methods across academic fields 
that describe how people outside an organisation can contribute to its innovation. 
It is vital to identify ways for industry, the public sector, and communities to 
expand innovation through the participation of users, employees, suppliers, 
citizens, members, etc. – on a strategic level, in concrete methods, and in 
day-to-day interactions.
Industry, public agencies, and communities increasingly adopt people-driven 
and open innovation, as they realise that innovation cannot come solely from 
within an organisation. Innovation happens in between people outside and 
people inside – because they have different stakes and perspectives.
In academia, new breakthrough contributions to understanding and 
supporting innovation also emerge in the borderlands between disciplines that 
traditionally do not collaborate. The 3rd Participatory Innovation Conference, 
PIN-C 2013 is a forum where participants from different disciplines and 
organisations can meet and challenge each other to develop the field of 
participatory innovation.
Organised jointly by Lappeenranta University of Technology, Lahti School 
of Innovation (LUT LSI) and University of Southern Denmark, Sønderborg 
Participatory Innovation Research Centre (SPIRE), this conference brings together 
researchers, applied theatre professionals, artists, designers and practitioners. The 
conference theme for PIN-C 2013 is Participation as Performance. 
In this volume, the papers are organised in five chapters corresponding 
to the five tracks in the PIN-C 2013 conference. Each of the tracks features a 
unique combination of disciplines and the papers relate to concrete situations 
and challenges in real life organisations.
• Aesthetics of Designed Participation invites interaction designers and 
analysts of interaction to join forces towards a better understanding of 
Participation and Design. Participation of users, clients, or simply of 
colleagues within the cross-functional team is seen as a means to expand 
creativity and ensure a better fit between the various requirements of design.
• Design Anthropology and Social Innovation brings together design anthropol-
ogists, business researchers and practitioners who focus on social innovation. 
Combining design and anthropology has over the years led to innovations in 
how ‘the social’ is addressed in design processes. 
• Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations brings together firm-level 
innovation management with organisational change. This track regards 
innovation as ‘a change of practice among many people’ rather than simply 
the development of new products and businesses.
• Participatory Business Design focuses on how to encourage truly 
participatory processes of business design, and on which results this can 
yield. Authors show how new forms (tangible, visual etc.) of collaboration 
contribute to networked business, innovation brokering, actionable business 
information, and business design support.
• Innovation Policy and Local Participation invites researchers and practitioners 
of private and public organisations to share their understandings of how 
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innovation policies help to innovate and how local practice can affect policy. 
A deeper knowledge is needed of the interdependence between innovation 
policy, innovation pedagogy and local practice involving different 
stakeholders. 
The papers in this volume are thoroughly peer-reviewed. Both abstracts and 
full manuscripts were peer-reviewed. The goal has been to increase quality by two 
rounds of constructive feedback. In addition, this volume contains information 
on the Programme of Applied Theatre in Innovation, Artistic Interpretation of 
Research and Innovation Session that are novel elements in this year’s conference. 
The Participatory Innovation Conference was established by the SPIRE 
Research Centre, University of Southern Denmark, with the goal of creating 
a truly interdisciplinary forum for innovation research. The trademark of the 
conference is that it brings together research disciplines that otherwise only 
seldom meet in dedicated tracks throughout the conference. And that it does so 
in an active, participatory format. The first conference was held in Sønderborg, 
Denmark in 2011. The second conference was co-organised with Swinburne 
University of Technology, Faculty of Design, in Melbourne, Australia. PIN-C is 
still a young conference, but with lots of potential!
We would like to thank the track chairs, chairs of the programme on Applied 
Theatre in Innovation, Artistic Interpretation of Research and Innovation Session, 
keynote speakers, LUT LSI and SPIRE colleagues as well as the paper authors, 
theatre professionals and artists for their efforts in making PIN-C 2013 come 
together. Also, thank you to the organisations that have supported the conference 
financially. 
We welcome you to Lahti to three days of mind-blowing participatory 
innovation – your contribution counts!
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Her principal research interests include 
change, learning and knowledge practices in 
organizations and the development of new 
methodologies for studying social complexity. 
She has successfully secured government and 
corporate funding that supported a series of 
international research projects on Organiza-
tional Learning, Social Practice and Dynamic 
Capabilities working collaboratively with 
leading researchers internationally and with 
practitioners and policy-makers in co-creating 
knowledge for action. 
She writes on all the above areas and her 
work is published in related top international 
journals and books. Her expertise has been 
put to good use in a range of leadership roles 
(at Board, Council and Executive level leading 
special committees such as Ethics, Management 
Practice) in her professional community interna-
tionally including: the Academy of Management 
(USA), the European Group for Organizational 
Studies, the British Academy of Management and 
the Society for the Advancement of Management 
Studies.
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Prof. Giovanni Schiuma, Chairman of the Arts 
for Business Institute and Professor in Innovation 
Management at Università della Basilicata (Italy)
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an international leading authority on why and 
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His new book “The Value of Arts for Business” 
by Cambridge University Press represents a 
path-breaking manuscript explaining how the 
arts can shape the excellence of the 21st century 
Prof. Elena Antonacopoulou
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and Adjunct Professor at Tampere University of 
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He received his Ph.D. in business 
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Vergata, Italy, and has authored and co-authored 
more than 150 publications, including books, 
articles, research reports and white papers on a 
range of research topics particularly embracing 
Knowledge Asset and Intellectual Capital 
Management, Performance Measurement and 
Management, Artful Management for Organisa-
tional development.
Giovanni consults to private corporations 
and government organizations on projects in 
Europe, Asia and the Middle East. He has taught 
executive seminars at Judge Business School, 
University of Cambridge, at The Hong Kong 
Polytechnic University in Hong Kong, at St. 
Martin College - Innovation Centre, University 
of the Arts London in England, at Tampere 
University of Technology in Finland, at Aalborg 
University in Denmark, and at University of San 
Marino in San Marino.
For further information, please visit: www.
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Prof. Ariane Berthoin Antal, Social Science 
Research Center Berlin (WZB) (Germany)
Prof. Dr. Ariane Berthoin Antal cares deeply 
about co-generating knowledge with which 
people can engage in meaningful work-lives in 
society.
She currently leads the program on Artistic 
Interventions in Organizations in the research 
unit “Cultural Sources of Newness” at the 
Social Science Research Center Berlin (WZB). 
Serving since 2009 as the research partner in 
a series of EU-projects, Ariane has conducted 
the most comprehensive empirical investiga-
tions of artistic interventions in organizations 
throughout Europe.
This research builds on her previous work 
in the areas of organizational learning, organ-
izational culture, intercultural management, 
corporate social responsibility, and women in 
management. She has published 13 books and 
over 150 articles and reports in these fields in 
English, German and French.
She is also distinguished Research Professor 
in the International Affiliate Faculty, Audencia 
Nantes School of Management (France) and 
honorary professor for intercultural management 
at the Technical University Berlin.
She has held several research positions 
in the field of organization and innovation, 
including Acting Director of the WZB research 
unit “Innovation and Organization”; Associate 
Professor for International Management 
and Organizational Behavior at the Tel Aviv 
International School of Management (TISOM), 
Israel; and the founding director of the Ashridge 
International Institute for Organizational 
Change (IOC-Ashridge), France.
She was a founding member of the European 
Women’s Management Development Network 
(EWMD), and served as its President.
She has enjoyed sharing her experience 
and creating new learning opportunities 
through consulting projects with many kinds 
of organizations, from small local initiatives to 
multinational companies.
For further information, please visit: http://
www.wzb.eu/en/research/society-and-eco-
nomic-dynamics/cultural-sources-of-new-
ness/projects/artistic-interventions-in-or-
ganiza;  http://www.wzb.eu/en/persons/
ariane-berthoin-antal
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Increasingly participation has come into focus in processes of design and 
innovation. Participation of users, clients, or simply of colleagues within the 
cross-functional team is seen as a means to expand creativity and ensure a better 
fit between the various requirements of design. What can we learn about the 
unfolding of participatory processes when we focus on aesthetics?  What do the 
details of interactions and facilitation reveal about the dynamics of participation? 
Can we even speak of an ‘aesthetic’ form of participation, and what does that 
entail? What are the materials, methods and tools with which the aesthetics of 
participation can be ensured? 
The aim of this track is to gather examples of participatory design and 
innovation processes to explore a notion of ‘aesthetics of participation’, so that 
we can develop an understanding across the diverse range of methods and tools 
currently applied in such processes and open these up for comparative analysis. 
The track brings together practitioners (interaction designers, process facilitators 
etc.) with analysts of interaction, to investigate a relation between participation 
and aesthetics.
chairs Trine Heinemann, SPIRE/University of Helsinki
 Stephan Wensveen, SPIRE
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THE DESIGN GAME AS A SCAFFOLD 
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ABSTRACT 
Museum exhibition development is a challenging 
task in terms of coordinating collaborative work 
between several communities of practice in 
curating, designing and building the exhibition. In 
this paper we investigate how a tangible social 
object such as the design game may scaffold the 
construction of meaning and consensus building 
during the development of means for an exhibition. 
Combining the methods of thematic analysis and 
conversation analysis, we identify six different 
ways in which consensus can be achieved and 
further consider the role played by the design game 
in establishing consensus.  
INTRODUCTION 
Museum exhibitions are often created in collaborative 
creative processes in which staff members with various 
backgrounds, specialties and theoretical standpoints 
participate. This approach has a great potential for 
integrating multiple talents and perspectives in the 
process, but it also poses a challenge in terms of 
integrating different professional roles and curriculum 
theories (Macdonald 2002; Lindauer 2005; Lee 2007). 
Thus, for instance, Lee (2007) illustrate that the 
background, practice and culture of fellow-staff 
members can be invisible to the participants during 
cross-cultural exchanges, so that conflict often arises 
between the different communities of practice (Lave 
and Wenger 1991). Lee (2007) also notes that despite 
increased awareness and acknowledgement of both the 
potential and challenges of collaborative projects, 
within museums the relevance of professional cultures 
has been largely overlooked. Consequently exhibition 
development teams should ensure some kind of mean 
for translation between people from different 
professional domains who speak different languages. 
The challenges of collaboration across communities of 
practice is not exclusively relevant to museums, of 
course, but has been recognized within a range of 
organizations in which people with different 
backgrounds, expertise and skills are required to 
collaborate. A common solution to this problem, across 
disciplines and types of organizations has found 
inspiration in design thinking, in which the facilitating 
role of material objects has long been emphasized, the 
belief being that material objects might allow 
participants to think, create, communicate and 
collaborate differently than when relying only on 
discursive practices of talk and thus in general serve as 
mediators or facilitators of collaborative work (e.g. 
Henderson 1991; Arias et.al. 2000; Luck 2010; Schrage 
1999; Suchman et al 2002; Barley et al 2012). It is as 
yet, however, somewhat unclear exactly how different 
materials do in fact mediate or facilitate collaboration in 
practice (Brereton and McGarry 2000; Ewenstein and 
Whyte 2009; Heinemann et al 2011; Holzer 2012; 
Stigliani and Rasani 2012). Nevertheless, from the 
perspective of developing museum exhibitions, the use 
of design inspired social objects, i.e. objects that 
provide a common point of reference for participants 
and can be jointly constructed and developed, such as 
the design game, seems particularly relevant and 
promising. Design games are directly connected to 
design theory and research (Ylirisku and Buur 2007; 
Halse, Brandt et al. 2010), where physical objects are 
thought of as representations for pre-existing worlds and 
serves as a possibility for playing out future scenarios 
and exploring not only “what is” but also “what could 
be”. This matches the task of exhibition development 
for interactive science centers where the purposes, 
means and deliveries are often up for discussion and 
negotiation throughout the various processes of 
development. 
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In this project we thus explore how a design game in the 
form of a ball-track can scaffold museums professionals 
in the construction of new means for an exhibition. 
Combining two different methods, that of Thematic 
Analysis and that of Conversation Analysis, we aim to 
answer the following research questions: How is joint 
understanding and consensus building achieved and 
what role does a design game such as the ball-track play 
in scaffolding these achievements.  
METHODS 
SETTING AND PARTICIPANTS 
The project took place in November 2012 at a workshop 
with museum professionals from the Danish science 
center, Experimentarium. 17 participants from different 
professions in interpretation, design, project 
management, production research, and news where 
asked to engage with a ball track design game to discuss 
general means for creating exhibitions with a 
transformational learning agenda (Pine and Gilmore 
2011). Participants worked in groups of 4-5 people with 
mixed professions to ensure variety in the point of 
views. Each group was provided with a ball-track as a 
social object to facilitate social discussion about 
exhibition development. 
DESIGN 
The ball-tracks consisted of 60x90 centimeter white-
boards with wooden frames inspired by Buur and 
Gudiksen (Buur and Gudiksen 2012), as depicted in 
figure 1. The track was introduced to participants as a 
representation of the exhibition space. Participants 
should agree on placing certain means at the track in the 
shape of magnetic slopes with stickies on. Marbles 
running through the track would represent visitors at the 
exhibition. Depending on the placement of these means, 
the marbles (visitors) could run down the inclined track 
(the exhibition) through the slopes (means for 
transformation) to the bottom of the track, which 
illustrated the visitors’ outcome from the visit (either a 
regular experience or a transformational experience). 
Participants could run the marbles through the track to 
test how visitors would react to different means for 
transformation such as competition, dialogue, or quality 
of single exhibits. The activity lasted for 45 minutes. 
DATA COLLECTION 
Video-data was collected throughout the 45 minutes of 
the ball-track activity, by two cameras. One camera was 
mounted in the ceiling to capture the activities on the 
ball-track. The other camera was operated by hand, to 
capture dialogue, facial expressions, gestures and 
interactions between people and objects. The spoken 
language of the video is Danish.  
EVALUATION OF DATA  
Data was analyzed by combining two methods through 
theory triangulation to approach our research question 
from different angles and to qualify the attained insights 
(Guion, Diehl et al. 2011). This should help interpret the 
data at both semantic and latent levels and help reveal 
the complexity of those meanings. 
 
Figure 1: A ball-track illustrating the means for transformation in 
future science center exhibitions 
The first method was Thematic Analysis, which is used 
for identifying, analyzing, and recording patterns within 
data (Braun and Clarke 2006). The method was 
combined with theories of social meaning making to 
create an analytical scope and analyze the data on a 
theoretical level in order to examine the underlying 
ideas, assumptions, and conceptualizations of the 
construction of meaning. Data was transcribed and open 
coded and emergent themes where categorized and 
discussed by two researchers to establish reliability of 
the coding process.  
To deepen our analytic scope, we subsequently applied 
Conversation Analysis (CA) to a sub-set of the data, to 
explore how consensus is built between participants and 
what role the ball-track may play at the micro-level 
(Mortensen 2013). As an emic method of analysis, CA 
reveals the participants’ own understanding and 
interpretation of each other’s actions, as well as the 
interactional relevance of material resources employed 
by their co-participants. Rather than follow the bottom-
up approach of “unmotivated looking” that is usually 
associated with CA, in this study we took the findings 
from the thematic analysis as a point of departure, and 
employed CA to investigate in more details exactly 
those moments in which individual contributions were 
delivered in order to explore the notion of how 
consensus is established between participants. 
Moreover, our analysis focuses in particular, though not 
exclusively, on the role played by the ball-track 
materials in the process of establishing consensus.  
RESULTS 
INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR ESTABLISHING 
CONSENSUS   
Through the Thematic Analysis and iterative coding we 
identified six types of interaction patterns employed 
when establishing consensus with respect to individual 
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contributions that eventually ended up as permanent 
features of the ball-track. These contributions were 
either accepted at face value or in various ways 
negotiated and altered through the participants’ 
interaction to establish consensus, as illustrated in table 
1.  
Type  Description 
No consensus 
The group cannot establish 
consensus about a certain mean or 
category of means. Individual 
contributions are ignored, rejected 
or forgotten by the group. 
Instant consensus  The group immediately establishes 
consensus about a mean or category 
of means. Individual suggested 
contributions are confirmed and 
enforced by the group. 
Consensus through 
fine-tuning of a 
personal point of 
view 
A contribution suggested by an 
individual is accepted in the group 
with minor additions or 
subtractions.  
Consensus by 
expansion  
The group achieves consensus by 
accommodating several suggested 
contributions into one broad 
category of means to make them fit 
several points of views. 
Consensus through 
compromise 
The group construct consensus by 
adapting some elements from 
individual contributions and 
rejecting others. 
Creating 
understanding and 
consensus through 
cooperation 
The group constructs new categories 
of means in consensus by 
encouraging individual 
contributions that together generates 
new knowledge and understanding.  
Table 1: Types of group interaction 
The table illustrates different ways of reaching 
consensus. It does not, however, reveal what drives 
these processes, i.e. how consensus is established on a 
moment-by-moment basis and what role the ball-track 
may play in this. To explore in more detail the different 
types of consensus established through the thematic 
analysis, outlined in table 1, we thus present two cases 
of how individual contributions are delivered and 
responded to, how participants orient to and handle the 
ball-track during such contributions and how these 
issues shape the trajectory of meaning-making and the 
establishment of consensus. In our discussion of these 
cases, we use CA to track the moment-by-moment, 
situated construction of consensus and in particular how 
the ball-track material may serve as a resource in this 
process. 
CASE 1: THE GRADUAL MOVE FROM INDIVIDUAL 
CONTRIBUTION TO CONSENSUS  
Our first case concerns the establishment of consensus 
between the participants with respect to a general 
concept for the exhibition and a more specific means to 
be employed within that concept. The conceptual idea is 
to construct the exhibition as a sinus-curve in which 
visitors are first sucked into the exhibition then exposed 
to something that makes them feel uncomfortable, 
before allowing them to gradually move through the rest 
of the exhibition to once more gain an overall positive 
experience. This is initially described as going from an 
“arhh” experience, to an  “ah” experience and then back 
to “arhh”. The means idea consists of making visitors 
feel uncomfortable by exposing them to a scientific test 
that somehow reveals some unpleasant knowledge about 
their general state of health, thus creating an “ah” 
experience for the visitors. Both of these ideas were 
initially introduced as an individual contribution, by one 
of the participants, Holger. In order to become a 
permanent part of the ball-track and the exhibition this 
represents, however, the participants had to reach some 
degree of consensus. Our analysis will thus demonstrate 
how Holger’s individual contributions are integrated 
moment-by-moment into something that can be 
understood as a shared representation to which all 
participants consent. As this integration is accomplished 
gradually, and over a rather long stretch of talk and 
actions, we here present the process in smaller pieces, 
beginning with a look at how Holger’s individual 
contribution is initially introduced, in lines 21-22, 
example 1, below.                                        
Introducing an individual contribution as a joint 
construction by linking to the ball-track: 
Holger produces his individual contribution at a point at 
which this has been made relevant by his co-
participants: in lines 16-20, Lotte and Charlotte thus 
seems to agree that they should now turn to identifying 
and discussing their individual contributions, currently 
in the form of written notes or labels on small stickies. 
Though neither Lotte nor Charlotte specifically select 
Holger as the person to go first, they have thus as a 
minimum created a slot in which it is relevant for one of 
the group to take the turn and inform the other’s about 
what he or she has written on the stickies. Instead of 
immediately giving a name or label to one of his 
contributions (cf. example 5), Holger initiates this 
action by providing some background for his thinking, 
the overall point of this seeming to be that people are 
not necessarily thrilled to be entering a museum and that 
there should hence be something that “sucks” them in 
(lines 23-29). 
Throughout this extract, Holger gestures in various 
ways to illustrate the curving up-and-down movement 
he wishes to capture with his conceptual idea for the 
exhibition. Here, however, we want to direct attention in 
particular to his gestures around line 27 and 29, where 
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he produces something that can best be described as a 
“v-shape” with his hands (see figure 2, right). 
  
Example 1: Sinus-curve and scientific test, part 1. 
 
Figure 2: Left: Charlotte has aligned two wooden sticks at the top of 
the ball track into a “v-shape” and now illustrates how this can be 
employed to “shovel” many visitors in one direction. Right: Holger 
forms a similar “v-shape” with his hand when referring to the visitor’s 
entry into the exhibition space and stating that there has to be 
something that “sucks them in”. 
Though Holger at this point and throughout this extract 
is introducing an individual contribution, our contention 
is that by forming the “v-shape” he packages (part of) 
the contribution as a joint construction. Thus, at an 
earlier point in the interaction, another participant, 
Charlotte, created a similar “v-shape” with some of the 
bigger sticks on the ball-track, to illustrate to the others 
that they need to consider how different sized sticks 
means that they have to weigh their concepts and ideas 
in different ways. This is depicted in example 2 and 
figure 2 (left).  
Returning to example 1, we can now see that this part of 
Holger’s contribution is at least potentially anchored to 
Charlotte’s previous actions (and thus the ball-track).  
Example 2: Breaking and shoveling 
The “v-shape” created by Charlotte is the only previous 
point in which any of the participants has interacted 
with the ball-track and hence the only potentially pre-
defined item there, so there is literally no other items to 
which Holger can anchor his contribution at this point. 
In consequence of this, the remainder of his gestures 
accompanying this part of the talk are all produced 
outside of and with no apparent relation to the ball-track 
space. This indicates that gestural activity within or 
relating to the ball-track space indicates a greater degree 
of established consensus, than does gestural activities 
outside that space. This possibility is what we will 
explore in more detail in the analysis of the remainder 
of this case. Example 3, below, which is the direct 
continuation of example 1, provides a first point of 
departure for this. 
Consolidating consensus for an individual contribution 
through interacting with and altering the ball-track: 
This example begins with Charlotte demonstrating her 
understanding of Holger’s concept, by stating that the 
“arhh experience” of a visitor gets greater exactly 
because of the negative or uncomfortable experience 
that came before. In demonstrating her understanding, 
Charlotte can be heard to support Holger’s contribution 
and her turn is thus the first overt display of consensus 
from any of Holger’s co-participants.  
Subsequent to Charlotte’s display of understanding, 
Holger goes on to further consolidate his contribution as 
a joint construction through interacting more directly 
with the ball-track: Having established that there is a 
specific entry-point to the exhibition which should aim 
at “sucking” visitors in, he now illustrates how this 
entry-point would interact with his concept of the sinus 
curve, forcing the visitors to engage in the unpleasant 
experience he envisions as an essential part of the curve.  
In line 43, he creates a direct link between the visitors, 
the exhibition he envisions and the ball-track, by stating 
how the visitors cannot get out because the balls can 
only move in one direction. At the same time, he 
consolidates this link by illustrating through gesture 
how the balls (and visitors) would move across the 
board (and through the exhibition) (see figure 3). 
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Example 3: Sinus-curve and scientific test, part 2. 
 
Figure 3: Holger moves his hand over the ball-track to illustrate how 
visitors will be forced to move through the exhibition in a similar way 
to how the balls of the ball-track are guided.  
When getting to the part of his concept where the 
uncomfortable experience is mentioned (lines 44-45), 
Holger turns towards his collection of stickies, picks 
one and places it on a stick located approximately in the 
middle of the board and adjusts the stick further to the 
middle (see figure 4). He simultaneously names the 
sticky as “a scientific test” and nominates it as a 
possible candidate for a mean with which to create an 
unpleasant experience for the visitors. 
 
Figure 4: Holger places a sticky on a stick, then shifts the stick slightly 
to the right so it is centered in the middle of the ball-track and hence 
the envisioned sinus-curve based exhibition.  
With the placement of the “scientific test” sticky on the 
ball-track, Holger not only establishes this as a relevant 
means for generating an uncomfortable experience for 
the visitors, he also displays an orientation to his overall 
concept of the sinus curve as something that has 
achieved consensus, since the discussion of how to 
accomplish uncomfortable moments is relevant only if 
the sinus curve is established as the structuring concept 
for the specific exhibition that the participants are co-
creating. This orientation to the concept as already 
established is further evident by the fact that Holger 
only removes his finger from the sticky on the stick 
when verbally moving on to the last part of his 
conceptual contribution, i.e. the part where visitors will 
start moving on to a positive experience.  
Developing over this sequence, including both example 
1 and 3, we thus see how Holger gradually incorporates 
his individual contribution into the common ground of 
the participants through the resources made available to 
him by the ball-track and the co-participants: first he 
implies the potential relevance and connectedness of the 
concept he is introducing through replicating features of 
the ball-track outside the ball-track (and hence 
exhibition) space, then he links the concept more 
directly to the ball-track by gesturing over it when 
explaining the concept, before he finally touches and 
alters the ball-track directly by placing a sticky on it, 
creating a firm and tangible link between his 
contribution and the specific exhibition that can now be 
said to be under construction.  
In the remainder of this case, shown below as example 
4, we find more evidence that both Holger and his co-
participants subsequently understand consensus as 
having been achieved. 
Consensus as an interactional, joint achievement:  
This example begins at the point where Holger has 
introduced the idea of the scientific test as one mean for 
giving the visitors an unpleasant or uncomfortable 
experience.  
Holger’s continued talk after this point (line 51) and his 
removal of his index finger from the sticky, suggests 
that he intends to continue to the final part of the sinus-
curve exhibition concept, but at this point Lotte comes 
in with an inquiry. Lotte’s inquiry treat the sinus-curve 
concept (and the mean) as an established fact of the 
exhibition they are jointly constructing, since inquiring 
about where a means fit within an overall concept 
presupposes that both items are already accepted. At the 
same time her inquiry allocates Holger the next turn, in 
which he, like Lotte, does work to display that his 
contribution has now become an integral part of their 
jointly constructed exhibition. Though his response is, 
in effect, a third iteration of the concept of the sinus-
curve, the gradual increase in engagement with the ball-
track that was noticeable in example 1 and 3 here 
reaches a crescendo: throughout his explanation this 
time, Holger is thus continuously gesturing inside the 
ball-track space, connecting all his talk (and thus both 
concept and mean) directly to that space, i.e. to the 
exhibition being built. Moreover, he uses different 
indexical gestures relative to which of his contributions 
he is relaying and connecting to the board, thus very 
exquisitely orienting to and displaying that there are 
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different levels of permanency and specificity in his 
contributions (see figure 5). 
 
Example 4: Sinus-curve and scientific test, part 3. 
 
 
Figure 5: Holger changes from indicating aspects of the ball-track and 
the exhibition with an index finger (top and bottom left) when 
referring to an established mean, to hover his hand over a larger space 
(top and bottom right) when referring to a conceptual part for which 
the specific means are yet to be established.  
When referring to the very specific means, the 
“scientific test” which is already physically present on 
the board in the form of a sticky on a stick, Holger 
indexes this by way of an extended index finger placed 
either on or just above the sticky on the stick (line 53-
57). As soon as he initiates talk about the general 
concept of the sinus-curve and starts specifying the 
initial experience of the visitors being “sucked in” to the 
exhibition, he releases his finger from the sticky and 
moves his hand to the top of the board to illustrate the 
position of this experience. Notably, when reaching this 
upper position, where no specific mean has been 
suggested yet, he spreads the whole of his hand and lets 
it hover over that space, as if indicating that though this 
space has now been defined as the first part of the sinus-
curve, the means for generating the visitor experience 
has as yet to be defined. He then moves his hand back to 
the middle of the board where the sticky is placed, 
reaching that part of the board just before he verbally 
produces the word “middle” and again extends his index 
finger when referring to the negative experience which 
is to be generated there, for instance through the means 
of the scientific test he has already placed there. When 
he subsequently moves on to explicate the final part of 
the sinus-curve, where visitors come out again with a 
positive experience, he once again unfolds the whole of 
his hand and lets it hover over the relevant space on the 
board, again indicating that the specifics of this space 
has yet to be defined, but also that that space is now in 
existence. Finally, Lotte seems to collude with Holger 
that a concept for the exhibition space has now been 
established, by suggesting that each of the participants 
now contribute with ideas for what will create the 
positive experience that is required to “suck” visitors in, 
while simultaneously pointing to the two bigger sticks 
placed at the top of the board, thus indicating that at 
least the first part of the sinus curve now has a specific 
slot on the ball-track and that all that is needed now is to 
work out the specifics of it. The other participants go 
along with this by subsequently engaging in a 
discussion of what for them constitutes an experience 
that will “suck” them in (not shown here). Consensus 
has thus now clearly been established between the 
participants with respect to the conceptual notion of 
building their exhibition according to the sinus-curve 
suggested by Holger. 
Our first case, taken as a whole, illustrates how 
participants package actions so as to display their 
understanding of having established consensus over 
something that was initially delivered as an individual 
contribution. The gradual increase in engagement with 
and around the ball-track serves to indicate that the 
individual contribution has become a permanent part of 
the participants’ joint exhibition space, while the 
different types of gestures employed in this engagement 
serves to distinguish different levels of specificity, in 
terms of what level of consensus has been established 
and what details need still to be worked out between the 
participants. In our next case, we consider how 
participants’ embodied behavior with and around the 
ball-track is similarly distinctive when done in relation 
to an individual contribution that does not achieve 
consensus, at least initially. 
CASE 2: INITIAL LACK OF CONSENSUS FOR AN 
INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTION 
Our second case, from another group of participants, 
concerns the presentation of an individual contribution 
by Joan, a contribution labeled “repetition”. This 
conceptual mean for engaging visitors in an exhibition 
does in fact become a permanent part of the group’s 
ball-track, but as we shall see, the path to achieving 
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consensus is not initially as smooth as that of our first 
case. Consequently, the participants’ engagement with 
and around the ball-track is differently organized.  
Introducing an individual contribution without links:   
As in our first case, Lene’s statement in lines 01-04, that 
they probably need to gain an overview of the things 
each of them have written on their stickies, create a slot 
in which it becomes relevant for her co-participants to 
offer their contributions. Joan clearly hears it as such 
and in line 05 picks one of her stickies up, presents it to 
the others with a flourishing gesture and simultaneously 
informs them what is written on the sticky. Compared to 
how Holger’s contribution was initiated, Joan’s delivery 
is very different, most notably by just being an 
informing, with no background, explanation or account 
being given, so that her contribution comes across more 
as being only one candidate of many, than as being a 
specific bid for her sticky to become a permanent part of 
the ball-track. This is further indicated by the fact that 
she holds the sticky in the air, available to see for the 
others, but makes no move to place the sticky on the 
ball-track. 
Example 5: Repetition, part 1. 
The recipients also seem to understand Joan’s informing 
and presentation of her contribution as a potential 
candidate only. In line 09, Lene asks for clarification, 
with this indicating that while she is not rejecting the 
contribution yet, potential consensus can only be 
established subsequent to joint understanding, i.e. she 
needs to know what is meant by repetition before she 
can engage in a discussion of its potential relevance for 
the ball-track and their exhibition. In the continuation of 
this case we see how Joan, through her verbal and 
embodied actions demonstrates that she too is aware 
that consensus has not been established with regard to 
her individual contribution. 
Lack of consensus reflected in the (lack of) interaction 
with the ball-track:                                                     
Joan begins her explanation by referring to the fact that 
the exhibition they are planning somehow has to 
transform or change people (line 10), then goes on to 
argue that in her opinion, to be able to do so, people 
have to meet things “many times” (i.e. repetitively). She 
then goes on to explain that she does not with this mean 
to say that this has to occur in the same place, or even 
within the exhibition itself. Here, she gestures over the 
ball-track, thus indicating that this to her represent the 
exhibition, but both her talk and her gestures seem to be 
designed specifically to display that she does not see her 
contribution as being part of that space. Her interaction 
with the ball-track is thus specifically done at points at 
which she verbally negates the connection between 
repetition and the exhibition, i.e. where she identifies 
locational features such as “samme sted” (same place) 
and “i udstillingen” (in the exhibition) as not being 
where repetition should be employed (lines 12-13). 
 
Example 5: Repetition, part 2. 
Joan then goes on to specify where that repetition could 
be employed, specifically outside of the exhibition, i.e. 
on the TV or “some other place” (lines 16-17), 
accompanying these specifications with gestures that are 
placed well outside the ball-track space and that are 
very clearly indicating locations that are far from the 
space (see figure 6).  
 
Figure 6: Joan leans away from the ball-track to gestural index a 
location for her contribution as being out-side that space, on the 
television (left), then moves her hand almost to behind her own back 
to index a second space as “somewhere” (right).  
She then returns her hand to the ball-track when 
introducing the idea that things from the outside could 
be encountered again in the actual exhibition, but she 
does not index a specific place in that space, instead 
using a more rounded gesture that somehow indicates 
only the potential possibility of that space in connection 
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with her contribution. Finally, when her explanation is 
complete, she removes her hand entirely from the ball-
track space, placing it on the table to her right, holding 
still the sticky upon which “repetition” is written and 
which she has held onto through the production of her 
explanation (see figure 7).   
 
Figure 7: Joan makes rounded gestures while suggesting how meeting 
something familiar might confirm or disconfirm (left), then removes 
her hand entirely from the ball-track space when her turn is finished, 
holding the sticky in her hand (right). 
A similar package of orientation to the lack of 
connection between Joan’s contribution and the 
exhibition ball-track space can be seen in the 
continuation of this extract, in which Joan does further 
explanation of her idea, again gesturing over and onto 
the board only at the points at which she specifically 
denies the placement of “repetition” within the 
exhibition (see figure 8) and returns her hand (and the 
sticky) to a resting position on the table, when her 
explanation has been completed.  
 
Example 6: Repetition, part 3. 
Considering the contributions (or lack of) from Joan’s 
co-participants, her actions seem to adequately reflect 
the fact that consensus has not been achieved with 
respect to her individual contribution. Lene’s initial 
inquiry (line 09, example 5) may have kept open the 
possibility that consensus could be established once 
joint understanding had been accomplished, but 
nowhere does she, nor the third participant, Ersted, 
produce any uptake that could be understood as 
agreement, even though it seems as if Lene has 
understood Joan’s idea already around line 21, example 
5). 
 
Figure 8: When specifying, verbally, that the repetition she has 
suggested should not be applied within the exhibition, Joan repeatedly 
points at a number of locations within the ball-track space where 
repetition should not occur. 
Joan can thus, with reason, continue under the 
assumption that her contribution has been rejected (or at 
least ignored) by her co-participants. However, as we 
see in the final part of this case, Joan’s contribution is 
eventually accepted. Notably, this is achieved 
specifically through the same type of linking to a co-
participants’ contribution and to the physical space of 
the ball-track, as was the case in our first case. 
Establishing delayed consensus through linkage  
 
Example 7: Repetition, part 4. 
Though Joan through her verbal and embodied actions 
has clearly demonstrated that she understands her 
contribution to not be accepted (yet) by the others, Lene 
by contrast seem to take it for granted, as evidenced by 
the fact that she in line 39 inquires whether anyone els 
has suggestions similar to that of Joan. Ersted’s 
subsequent actions and talk likewise clearly shows his 
understanding of Lene’s turn as being an invitation to 
integrate both Joan’s contribution and any similar ones 
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into the ball-track: he first picks up a sticky, labeling it 
verbally as “identification”, then proposes that this is 
similar to Joan’s notion of “repetition”. He 
simultaneously hovers his hand, holding the sticky, over 
the ball-track, thus indicating that if and when 
consensus over the similarities can be established, the 
next relevant action is to place the sticky on the ball-
track. As soon as he has heard enough of Lene’s turn in 
line 42 (yes it’s kind) to understand it as a confirmation 
of similarity, he places the sticky on a stick, thus 
consolidating its relevance and connectedness to the 
ball-track and the exhibition. Ersted, like Holger in 
example 3, thus interact with the ball-track in ways that 
show his understanding that consensus has been 
achieved and that his contribution can now be seen as 
part of the joint project, rather than just being an 
individual contribution.  
The placement of Ersted’s sticky, however indicates not 
just consensus over that sticky, but also that of Joan, 
since Ersted’s sticky was specifically introduced as 
similar to that. Joan, understanding this, lifts her hand, 
with her sticky at the same time as Ersted places his 
sticky and she then moves her hand to the stick, placing 
her sticky next to that of Ersted (see figure 9). 
 
Figure 9: When Ersted places his sticky on the ball-track, Joan also 
moves her hand from its resting place on the table, moves towards the 
ball-track and eventually places her sticky next to Ersted’s. 
Joan thus displays her understanding that consensus has 
been reached also with respect to her contribution and 
that it can now, along with Ersted’s be considered part 
of the jointly constructed exhibition in the ball-track 
space.  
The examples above have hopefully illustrated that 
participants orientation to, gesturing around and 
manipulation of the ball-track is coordinated not just 
with their verbal actions, but also, more importantly, 
with the degree to which they understand consensus to 
have been achieved. Thus, it seems from the two cases 
investigated in some detail here, that participants tend 
not to interact with the ball-track until some form of 
consensus has been achieved around their otherwise 
individual contributions. Alternatively, participants may 
interact with the ball-track in ways that explicitly treat 
their contributions as not being part of that track, up 
until consensus has been achieved.  
DISCUSSION 
In this study, we employed two different methods to 
explore how a design game, the ball-track, may serve to 
scaffold collaboration in the form of joint understanding 
and consensus building, between museum professionals 
from different communities of practice. With Thematic 
Analysis, we determined that consensus is 
interactionally generated, by participants accepting, 
shaping and negotiating each other’s individual 
contributions, or by compromising and creating new or 
alternative categories under which several contributions 
could be placed. By subsequently employing 
Conversation Analysis to two cases, we sought to 
explicate in more detail how such consensus building is 
accomplished moment-by-moment, at the micro-level, 
and in particular what role the design game, the ball-
track may play in this process. 
Our analysis illustrated that participants orient to the 
ball-track space as a joint representation, in which items 
can only be part when consensus has been established. 
Through their embodied behavior around the ball-track, 
participants thus display to one another, whether they 
consider or understand that an individual contribution 
has achieved consensus, and in what way and at what 
level. As long as an individual contribution is still 
understood as a possibility only, participants refrain 
from interacting with the ball-track, or seek ways in 
which to establish connections between their 
contribution and the already existing features of the 
ball-track. Once consensus has been established, 
however, participants instead gesticulate their 
contribution over the ball-track, eventually even 
handling and manipulating the ball-track to 
accommodate their contribution. This gradual transition 
from less to more interaction with the ball-track and 
from less to more direct manipulation also reveals the 
gradual nature of accomplishing consensus, a 
gradualness in which the ball-track plays a significant 
part. Though the two cases we have investigated here is 
too little to provide concluding evidence, our analysis 
suggests the possibility, at least, that social design 
games, such as the ball-track, work not just as “things to 
think with”, i.e. to express meaning in a tangible way 
and thus create a common language, but also serve as a 
resource with which participants can achieve consensus 
and consolidate individual contributions as part of a 
joint project.   
This study of intra-group communication implicates that 
social design objects may help merge the pre-existing 
practices and cultures of different museum 
professionals, by tying the discussions to the design 
game rather than to individual identities of team 
members and their unique domains and perspectives. 
Thus, the design game can be seen as one possible 
solution for social cultivation of the process of 
collaborative exhibition development, by providing a 
common non-verbal language and a trans-disciplinary 
set of rules, which participants intuitively respond to. 
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ABSTRACT 
Co-creation can benefit from interdisciplinary 
cooperation and user participation; however, 
different perceptions of, or, inexperience with the 
design process often leads to miscommunication. 
This situation lowers the potential benefits of team 
design. Provision of a common ground in the form 
of a framework, visualizing the field of design, 
which all members of the team members can share 
and refer to might be able to facilitate 
conversations and team performance in design.     
This paper deals with facilitation and improvement 
of participant and team performance in design. 
It describes a design style approach to research as a 
continuous process of trial and error with the idea 
of creating, testing and evaluating/demonstrating a 
generic design tool for facilitation of co-creation.   
A tangible system model of design including all 
relevant parameters in design, accompanied by 
short instructions and embodied exercises has 
proved capacity to support co-creation by teams 
inexperienced with design.  
INTRODUCTION 
Designing is a dynamic and complex process of 
improvisation including a continuous formation and 
transformation of both matter and mind; yet this 
somehow chaotic process is invisible and intangible.    
This paper deals with the topic of design as a process of 
organizing design information and navigating design 
thinking. In specific how design learning and 
performance in teams can be facilitated by the use of 
tangible frameworks; structures that can support design 
thinking and frame interaction, providing a safe space 
for performance. Existing models of design (Dubberly 
2008) are not appropriate, as they do not take the issue 
of interaction, transitions and flow into consideration. 
There is a need for a different type of model, which 
does not describe design procedures and by that 
simplifies and kills the dynamics of design. But models 
which state and organize the immutable parameters in 
design in order to frame complexity and promote 
dynamic interaction. Not theoretical models simplifying 
reality, but models as tools, which allow for physical 
interactions supporting synergy between mind and 
body. The topic is interesting because more people are 
entering the field of design. This situation stresses the 
interest and need for suitable and available design aids.  
 
 
 
Figure 1: Co-creation is a team game requiring a game field to 
perform its task. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
With the aim of facilitating design learning and 
performance by provision of a model that serves as a 
framework and tool for organization and navigation in 
co-creation I have found inspiration in some specific 
views on aesthetics, organization and learning. The 
literature referred to in this paper is concerned about the 
relation between complexity and simplicity in design, 
about the dynamic nature of creative thinking using 
structures to manage state of mind, about dancing as a 
metaphor for design, and about body involvement to 
facilitate learning and performance.   
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Ekuan (1982), a Japanese design philosopher, proposes 
‘the aesthetics of simplicity’ as key concept for 
managing complexity and integration in design.  
Lerdahl and Bono are dealing with structures and 
methods to describe (Lerdahl 2002) and manage state of 
mind in designing (Bono 1979) in order to make explicit 
the nature of design, to create synergy in creation and to 
facilitate creation and cooperation. Mazer and Zaccai 
suggest dancing as an analogy to designing; Mazer 
(1983) from a background in design theory regarding 
design as a system in which the logic of both mind and 
feelings is influencing design and Zaccai (1999) from a 
background of design practice regarding stages in the 
design process and how to both separate and integrate 
different design working modes.  
 
Bech (2003) suggests a need for more practice-oriented 
learning that also involves the rest of the body as 
involvement of the body in the learning process 
increases the ability to use knowledge in practice and to 
make decisions.  
 
Design and co-creation is not only a matter of 
knowledge, skills and competences. Different 
perceptions of design create obstruction of the process. 
Can the provision of a simple visual and tangible 
structure together that in use involves integration of 
mind and body facilitate performance in co-creation? 
In my former research I have learned that the present of 
a common ground as a firm and simple structure can 
support design conversation. In search of tools to frame 
and facilitate the dynamic and complex process of 
design and of methods to support learning and 
communication, I have experimented with different 
visual structures and formats involving use of vision, 
hands and body. In this, theories and models in the 
above literature have inspired me, which has been 
helpful to both the practical and theoretical part of my 
research.    
DATA AND METHODS 
As designer and researcher I have been inspired by the 
Danish designer Poul Henningsen who says “Art is to 
guess the right solution.  Science is to obtain tables 
where we can find the right solutions and technique is to 
look up tables.  In principle it would apply to reduce the 
unsafe artistic in favor of science. But in practice you 
cannot do without the bold conjecture that art is” 
(Henningsen 1974). 
 
As a researcher with a background in design practice 
and a mind-set focused on prescription rather than 
description Poul Henningsen’ statement, helped settle 
the dualism in art and science for me.    
 
The research has been abrupt and going on for several 
years. It did not start with a planning process but was 
gradually improvised during live situations of design 
conversations.  In that it has been more like a design 
process with loops of “try and error” including design 
and use of model tool drafts and instruction formats; 
including vision, development, execution and reflection; 
of what works both within an actual experiment and 
from one experiment to the other. Comparing results 
from experiments, which has then inspired new 
experiments with workshop formats and ways of using 
the tool gradually increasing body involvement.  
 
THE DESIGN TOOL 
The tool is a framework for all sort of creation, like a 
playground structure for free play. The structure is firm 
but the use includes a few principles but is not 
restricted.  
 
The tool is a basic model of all relevant parameters in 
design. It includes 8 product parameters – WHAT you 
work with – for organizing design information and 4 
process modes – HOW you work – for navigating 
design thinking. The 8 product parameters include 2 
dualistic parameters concerning the object – Technology 
& Aesthetic – and 2 dualistic parameters concerning the 
objective – Philosophy & Strategy – plus 4 contextual 
parameters including – Man, Culture, Environment and 
Business. The 4 process modes include Strategic 
(abstract statement), Visionary (concrete vision), 
Conceptual (abstract principles) and Material (concrete 
specification). 
      
The tool is a system model represented in 3 levels of 
complexity with a progression in the number of 
parameters and is named Design Field, Design Compass 
and Design Navigator (Stokholm 2008) The model itself 
is a firm structure which specific parameters and few 
principles while allow the users to do almost anything 
they need to support for their forthcoming and co-
operation.  
 
The tool is provided in a table version for manual 
interaction and a floor version for bodily interaction. 
 
Design Tool`s for Team Design 
PHILOSOPHY
STRATEGY
AESTHETIC TECHNOLOGYDESIGN
A Model of Integrated Design
PHILOSOPHY
STRATEGY
CULTURE ENVIRONMENT
MAN
BUSINESS
AESTHETIC TECHNOLOGY
The Design Compass
Product
DESIGN
Process
PHILOSOPHY
STRATEGY
CULTURE ENVIRONMENT
MAN
BUSINESS
AESTHETIC TECHNOLOGY
A Holistic Approach to Innovation
LEVELS:
1 Strategic statements 
2 Use scenarios
3 Product principles
2
3
1
Design Field
Field
4 parameters
Design Concept
Design Compass
Field-Compass
4 + 4 parameters
Design Context
Design Navigator
Field-Compass-Navigator
8 parameters + 4 levels
Design Navigator
 
Figure 2: The system model of design. 
The vision has been to support interdisciplinary 
communication and cooperation in design by providing 
a tool as a simple framework for dynamic interactions in 
designing with the aim of making it work for the users 
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supporting 1) Understanding of design and acceptance 
of the model, 2) Supporting dynamic interaction in co-
creation and 3) Facilitation of performance in designing.    
The development of the model tool, and testing 
situations, has been a creative process of associations 
and combinations of concepts that originally did not 
have anything in common. Later the tool was more 
systematically compared with other design models; 
representing similar perceptions of design.   
 
EXPERIMENTS 
Experiments has been carried out in many and varied 
situations concerning the physical and organizational 
context, time frame and participants, depending on 
upcoming opportunities; including sessions in 5 
companies, 5 different university educations, 8 different 
international seminar and a more than 20 sessions 
within Aalborg University, where courses in design 
methodology and project work have functioned as a 
laboratory for experiments.   
 
The participants have been students within different 
professional areas as business, psychology, engineering, 
product and service design, conference keynotes and 
audience as well as company consultants and 
professionals from industrial companies.  The time 
frame has been between 3 hours and 5 days. Teaching 
formats included a combination of instructions, minor 
exercises of specific part of the system, tasks including 
part of the system and the whole system as well as 
process guidance within more comprehensive projects.  
The general procedure has been an initiating instruction, 
combined with a test running of the model, usually the 
Design Compass version, to make the participants 
familiar with the system elements, structure and 
principles. Depending on the time frame followed by 
exercises and minor tasks using only part of the system 
for which specific models are designed; models which 
are most often used in floor versions.  
 
Due to the open use of the model, instructions simply 
included 1) Enter the model and discover the existence 
of a common ground for designing. 2) Experience its 
structure together and share its elements and principles. 
3) Start anywhere and move around and across as you 
please. Your process choreography will be supported by 
the platform structure. 4) Afterwards, try tracking and 
mapping your actions and interactions.  
 
The reflection has been a continuum of experience 
capture and implementation. As the research has been a 
long term “Exploratorium” and not a formally 
structured research, the gathering, saving, analysis of 
data and implementation of experience has been 
interactive and formed a continuum resulting in a 
progressive of experience development. In the 
beginning user reactions and experience was gathered in 
informal oral evaluation sessions during and after the 
workshop and implemented right away.  
EVALUATION OF DATA  
There doesn’t exist quantified data on the project, 
except a list of sessions and participants. There is no 
data on results from the first years of the project, only 
statements on experience from participants. In later 
years, the participant evaluation of sessions has been 
more formalized, but much data is not yet processed.  
RESULTS 
UNDERSTAND DESIGN & ACCEPT MODEL  
The presence of a physical game board, or arena on the 
floor, gathers the participants and focuses their 
attention. The graphic structure is new to all users, but 
they quickly spot a parameter they are familiar with, 
which unconsciously reduces the resistance and 
encourages acceptance of the total structure. This leads 
to a general acceptance of the model as a representation 
of design, despite some participants arriving with a 
different perception of design. Several participants are 
relieved to discover the existence of a pattern behind 
design. Some immediately explain further patterns that 
they perceive, or start using the model to map design 
matters on their mind. Interdisciplinary teams, that 
otherwise would start arguing about the definition of 
design, concentrate on the common assignment and just 
start communication on the specific design topic.  
Some hard-core engineers in a company workshop 
aimed at achieving a more holistic understanding of 
design, found it useful to have an overview as they 
usually start talking only about the technical aspects in 
the beginning. One project manager found the principles 
of the model similar to Edward de Bono’s Six Thinking 
Hats. Whether the model was a game board or floor 
format made no difference to the acceptance as 
representation of design. The presence and structure of 
the visual tool helped understanding.  
Relating to Ekuan concerning the aesthetic and 
simplicity of the tool (Ekuan 1982), I am convinced that 
the design qualities of the tool including its simplicity 
and graphic quality has promoted the acceptance of the 
tool and perception of the concept of integrated design.   
 
SUPPORT DYNAMIC INTERACTION IN CO-CREATION 
Like in a game, you need to know the different elements 
and a few principles ruling it, before you can start to 
play. After a short instruction the participants make a 
test run including analysis of an existing design to get 
familiar with the structure before moving on to creation 
of new designs. In the beginning they find it difficult to 
separate and shift between the different views on a 
product, which the parameters represent.   
Small figures used to move around and mark the 
parameter helps signalling and structuring the 
immediate perspective. Post-its are used on the board to 
organize information on the different parameters. When 
using the enterable floor version of the Design 
Compass, the participants use their own bodies to shift 
and mark positions relating to the conversation. 
Especially when one person is interacting with a group, 
or two persons are in a dialogue about relations between 
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more parameters, it is made clear to the participants by 
body presence what is going on in the process matter 
and form. Working with interaction of more parameters 
the pattern becomes more complex and the use of 
figures on the board or body positions is needed to 
support the dynamic. After the test run, groups of 4-5 
participants working on their own with a small design 
assignment on the Design Compass feel safe to go into 
the past-perceived chaotic matter of design; pleasantly 
surprised to receive support from the structure. 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Using Design Navigator marking with small figures. 
Whereas the Design Compass only deals with one 
aspect of design; the design matter or “the what”, the 
Design Navigator deals with two aspects of design; the 
design matter or “the what” and the form of design or 
“the how”. Since it requires much more mental 
condition to deal with two aspects simultaneously, 
another model is introduced to train “the how”.   
Relating to the theory of Lerdahl “A change between 
the abstract and concrete definition of task and solution 
can be understood as a method for supporting the 
creative processes” (Lerdahl 2002). I agree that the 
change in thinking modes is a crucial element in 
creation and suggest body involvement to support 
learning and performance.  
 
Vision
Scenarier
Interaktioner
Design Stepping Stones 
Align Research           Mission              Vision             Concept Product
 
 
Figure 4: Design Jumping with mind and body. 
This model, named Stepping Stones, divides the design 
process into a series of platform or spaces, within which 
you work in different thinking modes and with different 
methodologies and representation formats. This model 
is used both in a table, wall and floor version. 
Practically the Stepping Stones model is employed in 
exercises where participating groups are working with a 
small design task within 1 hour, mainly to gain 
confidentiality with the working modes of each stones 
and the dynamic shifts between them. Afterwards they 
track their process by graphic marking on a template of 
the Stepping Stones and reflect upon their way of 
working; which moves made progress, where they got 
stuck, and why. The model is also used in long-term 
projects as an instrument for navigating the process and 
a matrix for a written process rapport, which is 
delivered together with the product rapport. In this case 
an extended version Stepping Stones III with parallel 
input and output tracks each split up in “The WHAT” 
and “the HOW” is available for project management.  
 
 
 
Figure 5: Design Dancing as mindset training. 
For the training of different mind modes and shifts 
between them, and to create synergy in ideation in 
specific shifts between the 3 Stones: Mission, Vision 
and Concept, a floor version is used. We name this 
exercise Design Dancing. 
 
Relating to the theory of Bono “We get used to using 
specific pattern in perceiving things and we need to 
move between different thinking patterns in order to 
develop the mind. For that we need both a task and a 
tool”. The tool must be user-friendly and easy to 
operate.  
 
Relating to the theories of Mazer and Zaccai concerning 
dance as inspiration and metaphor for design (Mazer 
1983) and (Zaccai 1999), I agree that understanding 
design as a dynamic and complex matter like dance and 
actually involving stepping, jumping and dancing in 
design learning and design performance can be helpful. 
FACILITATE PERFORMANCE IN DESIGN 
Creativity is a process of information creation, and 
design depends on a constant flow of creativity. An 
engineer expressed that “The model created minor 
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chaos and you are rummaging around less” and that “It 
was easier to articulate creativity using the tool”  
The participants’ design assumptions and especially 
their thinking capacity, training and personal 
preferences -discursive versus intuitive- affects their 
willingness and ability to develop their performance.   
Awareness of personal thinking preferences can open up 
for experimenting with, and need of, training different 
ways of thinking to increase the individual capacity. 
Concerning the facilitation of dynamic shifts between 
abstract and concrete thinking, a floor version of the 3 
stones (vision, concept, product) and body involvement 
has proved to be useful to support performance in 
designing. Most participants experienced an immediate 
effect on the group performance. 
 
Relating to the theory of Bech “Involvement of the body 
in the learning process increases the ability to use 
knowledge in practice and to make decisions” (Bech 
2003), I have experienced that teams do increase the 
performance in design practice, including the dynamics 
of decision making when the bodies are involved in 
combination with a physical framework.  
Development of performance in the longer term was 
registered when workshops have been followed up by 
supervision of several project works within the internal 
design-engineering education, where student groups 
have implemented the use of the models in their own 
way. 
 
The degree of openness to be facilitated by the model; 
its visualized structure and principles of design, was 
most common among students and professionals not 
familiar with the creative process.  In other cases 
participants agreed to play the game during the 
workshop, but went back to business as usual 
afterwards.  
There is an obvious coherence between creativity and 
self-education.  According to Hammershøj “In a self-
creation perspective, creativity is understood as a matter 
of judgment, and the creative process can be understood 
as a combination of different overrun conditions” 
(Hammershøj 2012).  
DISCUSSION 
The presence of a visual and tangible platform can 
establish a common ground, align the team and create 
attention and focus on the design task. The firm and 
simple structure make participants feel safe, create trust 
and confidence in one`s own ability, curiosity, and an 
open mind towards opportunities.  
The structure itself must be simple to adapt to the 
complex and dynamic process of designing.  
The Design Compass, which represents parameters 
concerning the design matter (the what), requires only a 
short introduction and test run before the teams can start 
using it. It facilitates their communication on design 
parameters and their integration for creation of new 
information, and can be used by a diversity of 
participants and a great variety of design. 
The Design Navigator, which represents parameters 
concerning the design matter (the what) and concerning 
the design form (the how), requires intensive exercises 
in going into the different mind-sets as well as 
separating them, and jumping between them. 
Combining these exercises with body postures, jumping 
and dancing on a floor model of Stepping Stones can 
support the state of mind. Subsequent tracking of the 
body movements and mind shifts can create a clear 
sense of the principles ideation and reflection and 
improvement of performance in design. It also helps 
participants to understand that the process of design is 
constant but the execution variable.
An extended three track version of the Stepping Stones 
model, with parallel input and output lanes relating to 
all and each stone, and each split up in a “what” (design 
matter as information) and a “how” (design methods) 
section, can support the organization, execution and 
reflection of a long term team design project. 
A visual and tangible structure and body involvement 
can facilitate performance in co-creation. 
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ABSTRACT 
In this paper we show how industrialists in an 
innovation workshop employ tangible material – a 
toy train set – to innovate their business model. In 
multidisciplinary teams the process of co-creating 
new understandings is crucial for work to progress. 
Based on video data form this participatory 
innovation session, we investigate how participants 
get to new concepts through analysing their skilled 
behaviours, movements, actions and negotiations. 
We observe that the final result of the workshop is 
indeed innovative and is co-constructed by all 
group members. We show why the toy train works: 
While encouraging group discussion of the 
‘customer journey’, it keeps both hands and mind 
busy, it allows silent participation, and it expands 
the vocabulary of the discussion. 
INTRODUCTION 
The work reported on here is part of an effort to include 
business challenges in the realm of participatory 
innovation activities (Buur & Matthews 2008). At the 
outset one might say that toy trains and business models 
have little in common. But in the quest to find boundary 
objects (Star 1989) that can support the discussion of 
business models between specialists and non-business 
people we are looking for design materials that feel 
familiar to everybody around the table. The toy train 
offers a familiar concept and affords movements that 
may scaffold discussions about the dynamics of 
business. Getting hands on materials and giving 
meaning to the different elements helps the participants 
understand different aspects of a company and how they 
connect in forming a business model. It helps especially 
people who are not familiar with business vocabulary. 
Often participants come up with new terms that frame 
essential ideas of a (new) business model, and this can 
be related to the kind of material that is used 
(Heinemann et al. 2009). Concepts are being negotiated 
and co-constructed by all the participants. The meaning 
of these terms evolve and change in such a session 
several times until a coherent concept emerges in the 
final presentation. 
The video data stems from a project titled ‘User-Driven 
Innovation in Value Chains’. It was a 2-year project 
with the goal to strengthen innovation in an entire value 
chain through the involvement of users. Value chain is 
here understood as a string of companies that trade with 
each other to produce customer value (Porter 1996). The 
partners were the Danish ventilation systems 
manufacturer Novenco (500 employees), several of its 
suppliers (of electronic controls, motors), and customers 
(building contractors).  
Our responsibility in the project was to study and 
involve users, and to organize participatory workshops 
between the partners. Novenco’s main product is a 
ventilation unit that combines ventilator, filters, heat 
exchanger, and electronic control in one enclosure. 
Ventilation units are sold via building constructors to be 
installed in plants, schools, office buildings etc. The 
business modelling activities involved interviews with 
Figure 1. Through building a model train five participants discuss a 
new business model for selling ventilation units through a coordinated 
value chain. 
E  
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each partner and two full-day workshops. The activity 
we analyse here was recorded at the second workshop. 
At the point when our video analysis starts, we have 
split the 12 participants in two sub-teams. The task for 
the five participants in this team is to build a business 
model for how they can utilize the coordinated force of 
the companies in the value chain: Suppliers, 
manufacturer, building constructors. For this they are 
given a box with a wooden toy train set, Figure 1. The 
building took 14 min. plus additional 6 min. for 
presentation of the result to the rest of the workshop 
participants. The members of this team were the 
marketing director of Novenco, three business 
consultants, and the project manager. We as university 
researchers acted facilitator and observers. 
As method of analysis we employ interaction analysis in 
the tradition of Jordan and Henderson (1995), albeit 
with the difference that we try to reconstruct the 
activities that participants do in the video to get a better 
feel for the tangible actions. Although we work with 
transcripts of the dialogue, it is not strictly speaking 
conversation analysis (Sacks et al. 1974), as we allow 
ourselves to include contextual information and 
interpretations based on our intimate knowledge of the 
participants and what they talk about. In order to answer 
the question of ‘why does this work’ we will analyse 
what roles participants take, how they engage, and what 
they actually build. 
THE ROLES PARTICIPANTS TAKE 
When analysing the video material we observe that the 
participants pick quite distinct patterns in the building 
process. They use their hands and utilize material in 
different ways; and first and foremost they add meaning 
and make sense of elements in various ways 
(Heinemann et. al, 2011). We will describe the activity 
through characterizing the skilled roles they develop 
when building the business model. 
The Builder is the first one to start building. She 
assembles pieces into sub-assemblies like the “standard 
solution segment” with a “decision-making junction”. 
She readily cooperates with others and shares material, 
but she also builds quietly by herself without explaining 
what she is building. In real life she is a process 
consultant engaged in this project to report on 
collaboration between the companies. In an activity just 
prior to this she – along with the Organizer next to her – 
acted the role of supplier in a value chain. 
The Organizer groups material into well-sorted piles on 
the table. He listens attentively to the plans others 
suggest while helping out with his pieces from his 
storage. He also ‘steals’ pieces if they fit into his 
collection. In real life he is an industry consultant. 
The Director plans for everyone and ‘owns’ a lot of 
material. Additionally, she is involving others into the 
building process and is actively building the 
“specification requirements loop”. She is the marketing 
director of the main company partner in the project and 
is visibly used to directing people. 
The Space Keeper is more or less inactive, tries to 
overcome different physical barriers and keeps things 
inside his space. He also creates new barriers, attracts 
and collects other material. He is an industry consultant 
recently employed with the project manager’s 
organization. 
The Box Owner hands out and has the control over the 
material for everyone. He is the only one standing and 
starts many discussions on how to make sense of the 
construction. He is an industry consultant in charge of 
the innovation project as project manager. 
 
Figure 2. The model train business model of how customers interact 
with the coordinated value chain of companies. The ‘requirements 
specification loop’ is located in the upper middle. 
 
 
Figure 3. Development of the ‘Requirement Specification Loop’ concept. 
 
Requirement 
Specification Loop 
33Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed ParticipationParticipatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
HOW THE PARTICIPANTS ENGAGE  
How do the participants engage in co-constructing 
meaning of the train elements? After a brief hesitation  
(the Director: ‘I don’t think there’s much here suitable 
for trains…’) the team turns surprisingly active with 
unpacking tracks and trains, building assemblies and 
discussing business concepts. 
The Builder does not talk much about what she is 
building. She mostly leaves it for the other participants 
to define her parts, whereas the Organizer is involved in 
many discussions with the Director and the Box Owner. 
These three mostly make sense of elements before 
putting them together. They also work in each other’s 
spaces, whereas the Space Protector and the Builder 
stick to the space in front of them. It gets interesting 
when it comes to the final presentation because the Box 
Owner and the Director present the entire business 
model together, Figure 2. They give meaning to the 
constructions made by five people without - as it seems 
- knowing precisely what every single participant meant 
to build. The Director explains what she constructed 
herself, but the Box Owner (probably in the role of 
project manager) takes the responsibility for everything 
else. 
More precisely, how do the participants make sense 
together, and does this have implications for the 
(innovative) outcome of the activity? To find out, let us 
look at one particular example: How the ‘requirement 
specification loop’ came into being. The term is an 
elegant combination of a business term and the train 
metaphor. It was suggested by the Box Owner at the 
final presentation. 
THE REQUIREMENT SPECIFICATION LOOP  
The ‘requirement specification loop’ is a track circle 
that continues under a bridge at one point, Figure 4. It is 
significant, as it describes a new way for the value chain 
of companies to interact with its customers. Rather than 
requirements specifications to filter down through the 
value chain from the construction company via the 
ventilation manufacturer to suppliers, the team with this 
construct suggests that customers first get a chance to 
see what options are available from the full set of 
companies in the chain. 
When presenting the result at the end, the Box Owner 
explains that new clients “acquire opportunities” in the 
circle. Later on he calls the circle a “loop”, in which the 
new clients get a “tour around” to find out about the 
requirements. Finally, the Box Owner calls it the 
“requirement specification loop”, which in his eyes is 
“the biggest choice – the first choice” a new client has. 
But how does this composite term develop? See Figure 
3. The first time the idea is mentioned, is when the 
Organizer suggests a “closed circle” (00:59), which 
shall symbolise the choice of “product segments” for the 
customers. He circulates with his hand to show the size 
and shape of the circle he has in mind.  Following this, 
the Director builds a circle track and the Organizer 
completes it.  
A bit later, the Box Owner describes the circle as “just 
single-tracked” (02:23) and introduces the idea of a 
client coming through the circle and then deciding 
where to go afterwards. The Director insists upon her 
own idea that the circle only represents one segment of 
customers, and adds that there are two different 
segments the customer could choose from after going 
through the circle. 
Next, the circle is mentioned by the Director who 
explains the two different segments: “a complicated vs. 
a simple one” which the customers can choose (03:13). 
These two are later on rephrased as “standard vs. 
individually adapted products”. (04:45) 
 
Figure 4. The Requirement Specification Loop 
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The Space Keeper also has an impact on the 
development of the concept. He is involved in the effort 
to physically build the circle in a way to make sure that 
the customers have a choice of tracks to leave on. While 
arguing about how to give them different options by, for 
example, using a track switch, he uses the terms ‘tour’ 
and ‘opportunities’ to describe the circle. (04:00) The 
Box Owner calls it a “fixed route” in which the 
customers can choose any specific requirements 
(05:40). 
After everyone got excited about building and giving 
meaning to the circle, the Director decides to dismantle 
the ring in front of her. She hides all the pieces under 
her arms to make sure that the focus shifts to another 
idea (05:40). The reason seems to be twofold: The curve 
diameter is a limitation, which makes it difficult to 
finish the circle with the tracks available. And The 
Director’s idea of a circle for the standard customer 
segment only does not seem to align with the emerging 
consensus of the rest of the team that all customers 
should pass round the loop before being divided into 
standard and adaptable product segment. 
At a later point of time, she rebuilds the circle, but this 
time without collaboration until the moment in which 
she gets stuck again. (08:55-09:30) 
The Box Owner then jokingly suggests what she is 
doing as “developing a new business proposition” and 
the Space Protector suggests actual price figures to 
support the meaning of a new circle, (09:30). For the 
entire team it seems important now to construct the 
circle track in a way that customers can “get out of it”; 
all members join the negotiation with constructive 
suggestions and tracks. In the end they install a bridge 
for customers to escape from the circle. (10:30) 
The last time before presenting the Box Owner describes 
the circle as “a procedure” the client is going through 
before choosing a segment. (12:50) 
We observe that most of the different terms the 
participants used throughout the building have an 
impact on the final presentation. The final concept is 
reconstructed from different terms by a bit of creativity 
on part of the presenter, who improvises and rearranges 
vocabularies while showing the group result. 
Rephrasing and building on each other’s ideas are 
common in participatory design sessions. 
WHY DOES IT WORK? 
From a participatory innovation perspective this session 
works. All participants are able to contribute actively, 
what each adds has an impact on the final result, they 
come up with a new concept of interacting with 
customers, and they create consensus on a clear concept 
presentation. But why does the toy train set help? 
KEEPS HANDS AND MIND BUSY 
The material calls for being connected and therefore all 
participants use their hands for building assemblies, 
rearrange pieces and pointing at elements they talk 
about. When talking about “the circle” the participants 
often circulate their hands to show the shape and also 
the size of the circle. These movements activate also the 
mind to work and give meaning to shapes and to what is 
actually built. The combination of working with your 
hands and mind makes it easier to make sense of what 
you want to express and what you do. 
ALLOWS SILENT PARTICIPATION 
Participants who might not be involved in discussions 
can still participate in the form of physical activities. 
The Builder for instance constructs a number of 
intersections of which other participants make sense. 
The same with the Director, who at one point decides to 
give up her own concept of the circle and accept another 
idea. They both still participate with the tangible pieces, 
which are readily accepted in the group. It is even 
possible to stand up and find the pieces you need for 
building without communicating with anyone. If a 
person does not want to give an account of the 
construction, one can offer it to the rest of the team 
without the need to state everything expressively. But 
others may then give the piece a different meaning – a 
tangible form of creative misunderstandings. It seems 
that the one who builds does not necessarily own the 
meaning of the artefact. 
EXPANDS VOCABULARIES 
While constructing rail elements participants 
reformulate over an over again what they build and find 
new words for the same assemblies. Train metaphors 
are used to describe business interactions with 
customers and new terms derive when presenting 
concepts. The trains become customers, and the track 
constitutes a customer purchase journey. The fact that 
you can actually move the train in the construction of 
tracks helps participants find an interconnected 
description of concepts. The train brings all the concepts 
together and makes the model fluent and dynamic, 
which helps to expand new and previously used 
vocabularies. 
BUT TRAINS RUN IN LOOPS 
The wooden railway model invites to build circles. Most 
of the shapes are curved - this could be a limitation. It is 
almost given from the outset that participants will build 
looping tracks. Maybe participants ask ‘what meaning 
could a circle have?’ rather than ask ‘how can I 
represent my business’? What comes first, (business) 
meaning or construct? The opposite position to this is 
that participants can happily use their hands to build, 
then worry about abstract meaning later. Hands 
complement the mind. Compared to sessions with other 
types of material in earlier work (Heinemann et al. 
2009), the participants here more quickly develop a skill 
of building together. Yes, toy train sets are limited in 
their span of expression, but then they are well known 
as concept – maybe that is what does the trick.  
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WORDS DO NOT CONNECT LIKE TRACKS 
Connecting each other’s parts seems to be difficult for 
some participants – probably because they give their 
own meaning to their piece of work, which is then hard 
to combine with a very different concept without 
agreeing on shared meaning. Only for the Box Owner 
who did not really own any specific part, was it 
apparently easy to connect other people’s work. When 
participants are not satisfied with their creation, they 
hide it from others. But if they are, they put it in the 
middle or closer to others to show it to everyone and to 
get feedback or to integrate it in the bigger construct. 
Furthermore, material might not always be reachable, so 
that participants leave their space to get the needed 
material. For the Box Owner the standing up provides a 
different perspective. He uses his position to keep track 
of the activity, and then gives meaning to the entire 
construction in the final presentation.  
CONCLUSION 
What we can see with the help of the toy train example 
is that multidisciplinary teams co-construct meaning and 
concepts in various ways. Building on each other’s 
ideas, rephrasing others’ concepts and making sense of 
the materials’ occurrence results in complex concept 
definitions and terms that participants might not be 
aware of before starting a business model workshop. 
The innovative concepts that emerge are co-constructed 
while building and negotiating in the group. The 
different roles participants skilfully develop while using 
the material influence the outcomes and together the 
participants develop a novel concept. Both hands and 
mind are engaged in this business model workshop. The 
train set allows silent participation, and it expands the 
vocabulary of the discussion. We suspect that the train 
set may be employed successfully in developing 
concepts outside the context of business modelling – 
and that other sets of tangible materials may produce 
similar effects – but that remains to be seen in future 
research. What this research adds to the emerging 
literature on tangible business modelling, is a case of 
how physical material can support not just a 
metaphorical awareness of single aspects of business, 
but a collaborative development of a complex, novel 
business concept. 
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ABSTRACT 
Stakeholders who are part of the development 
process of a new Product-Service System (PSS) 
could use interactive prototypes during meetings to 
exchange different point of views. Based on the 
findings of a conversation analyst and the 
reflections of a design researcher we compared 
three explication techniques of how a prototype
was involved during such a meeting (for pointing 
and manipulating, for demonstrating its function 
and for imitating and/or demonstration through 
body movement and gesture) with the phases of a 
co-reflection session (exploration, ideation and 
confrontation). We found that the prototype was 
especially useful during the exploration and 
confrontation phases. Pointing and manipulating 
helped to make reflections concrete, made it easier 
to propose small design changes and helped the 
participants to reach common goals. Interactive 
prototypes do have their limits, during the ideation 
phase the prototype did not play an important role. 
INTRODUCTION 
Product Service System’s (PSS) are combinations of 
tangible products and intangible services designed so 
that they jointly are capable of fulfilling specific 
customer needs (Tukker 2004). One of the challenges in 
the development of new PSS’s is that companies need to 
extend their existing product and service chains into 
value networks built from multiple organizations (Pawar 
et al. 2009). This is why it is so important to transfer 
knowledge between the boundaries of different domains 
and organizations (Buur & Matthews 2008). This 
complex nature of the PSS is also a challenge for 
designers. Because a PSS allows for many different 
valid points of view, the grasp of the designer on the 
PSS is limited by his own point of view (Frens & 
Overbeeke 2009). This raises the following question: 
how can designers support the design of product-service 
systems, taking into account existing products and 
services of the stakeholders and at the same time fully 
acknowledge the diversity of the different viewpoints of 
stakeholders.  
Within the fields of participatory design, human 
computer interaction, but also participatory innovation, 
artifacts play an important role in multi-stakeholder 
innovation processes. Boundary objects allow different 
parties within a community of practice to collaborate on 
a shared task. Such artifacts can also be considered as 
props that give input for performance and improvisation 
in sessions where multiple stakeholders are present, 
leading to reflection and new insights about their 
function (Foverskov & Yndigegn 2011). Provotypes are 
designed to let stakeholders experience a construction of 
a possible future and can help to bridge stages of 
analysis and design (Boer & Donovan 2012). Lim, 
Stolterman & Tenenberg’s (2008) anatomy of 
prototypes includes a filtering dimension which the 
designer can use to focus the prototype on particular 
regions within an design space, and simultaneously 
eliminate unnecessary aspects of the design that a 
particular prototype does not need to explore. These 
filtering dimensions consist of appearance, data, 
functionality, interactivity and spatial structure. The 
interactivity dimension deals with behavior of the 
prototype, such as input behavior, output behavior, 
feedback behavior and information behavior. 
We will investigate how a prototype that was designed 
to score high on interactivity (filter dimension), can play 
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a role during the development of a PSS. We focus on a 
meeting that is part of a longer development process in 
which stakeholders met on regular basis to share 
knowledge and discuss design decision. This article is 
part of a twin-paper written together with a conversation 
analyst (Brouwer & ten Bhömer this volume). We will 
first discuss relevant literature about the use of 
prototypes during the development of PSS’s, and 
compare these to the interactive prototype we designed. 
Then, we will explain the different steps in the meeting 
in which this interactive prototype played an important 
role, and introduce the findings of the conversation 
analyst based on this meeting. We will compare these 
findings with the different steps of the meeting, and 
reflect on how these findings could be instrumental for 
the design of PSS’s. We will conclude with a discussion 
on the use and limitations of such interactive prototypes 
in PSS design. 
PROTOTYPING A PSS WITH MULTIPLE 
STAKEHOLDERS  
Prototyping services is a topic gaining more and more 
interest in PSS research. Within this body of work 
prototyping is being explored as activity during the PSS 
design process itself, or, as a prototype of a service that 
can be used to evaluate and test a PSS experience. An 
example within the first approach is a recent study from 
Buur et al. (2013) which explores how the process of 
business model innovation can be opened up to a larger 
group of participants. By using tangible objects to 
redefine business elements or by letting people role-play 
a PSS scenario they explore activities to help 
organizations in creating, delivering and capturing 
value. As example of the second direction, Blomkvist & 
Holmlid (2012) pinpointed in their framework of 
perspectives for prototyping that the greatest challenges 
of prototyping a service are authenticity and validity. 
For these issues it is important to consider the larger 
context of implementation, use, location, as well as the 
use of real people; thus a holistic approach. Blomkvist 
et al. (2012) proposed the service walkthrough as one of 
the methods to address these issues, as it can show how 
different touchpoints of a service work together, how 
information travels through the service, and the general 
experience of the service while keeping in mind 
authenticity and validity (a holistic approach). 
We follow the line of the second direction: we are less 
interested in how making prototypes as shared activity 
can help in the development of a new PSS, but how the 
design of prototypes and usage of them in the process 
can support a holistic approach. By designing 
prototypes the viewpoints and expertise of stakeholders, 
including the designers are already included: the process 
to design the prototypes is the same process to develop 
the PSS. This is the case because: (a) the people that are 
involved in developing and evaluating the prototypes 
are the same people that will be necessary to later 
implement the PSS, and (b) the context where the 
prototypes are evaluated is already the same as where 
the PSS will later need to work as well. Because of 
these reasons the prototype can function as a boundary 
object to trigger reflection and new design possibilities 
by stakeholders. 
In the Smart Textile Services project of the Dutch 
Creative Industry Scientific Program (CRISP) we are 
investigating how to design and develop services that 
include smart textiles (textiles with integrated 
technology such as sensors and actuators). This is an 
collaborative process with small and medium 
enterprises from Dutch textile and technology 
industries, service partners, creative hubs and 
universities (CRISP 2013). Based on earlier experiences 
we found that it is important to involve stakeholders in a 
value network, realize a team mental model and 
maintain shared ownership during the process (ten 
Bhömer et al. 2012). During this process we often relied 
on artifacts, such as prototypes, to form bridges between 
different stakeholders. We noticed that especially the 
dynamic character of the PSS is difficult to deal with in 
this process. For example, it is easy to discuss the 
material properties based on a piece of fabric. However, 
it is more difficult to discuss how the smart textiles 
connect to existing services of the stakeholders, because 
of the time dimension and the interaction between the 
textiles and the users. To explore this dynamic behavior 
of the smart textiles, we designed an interactive 
prototype, and analyzed it with a group of stakeholders. 
VIGOUR: AN HIGHLY INTERACTIVE PROTOTYPES 
Vigour is a garment that could be used during physical 
rehabilitation exercises of elderly. During a longer 
process an interactive prototype of Vigour was 
developed by a group of stakeholders, who are also 
responsible for implementing the PSS further (a photo 
of a prototype of the garment is showed in Figure 1). 
Therapists and a knitting expert configured the shirt 
with sensor areas on specific parts of the body that can 
be used to measure movement of the arms and lower 
back. Caretakers were interested in lowering their 
workload by monitoring physical activity of their clients 
and tracking the progress of their clients. Therapists 
wanted to improve the rehabilitation services by 
keeping the exercises challenging for every different 
client. The design researcher designed sound feedback 
coming from an external computer. The further a 
particular sensor was stretched, the higher the pitch of 
the piano. The sensitivity of the sensors and the 
activation of each sensor surface could be wirelessly 
controlled using an interface displayed on a laptop 
(shown in Figure 2). 
ANALYSING A PSS CO-REFLECTION 
SESSION  
A meeting was organized with the design researcher, 
two therapists and a care manager specialized in 
dementia care to discuss the prototype of Vigour. On 
one hand this meeting aimed to reflect on the current 
state of the PSS, to envision new possibilities and 
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decide on next steps. On the other hand; analyzing 
meetings like these, that happen in a real project, with 
real stakeholders, can help us to find out more about the 
development process of PSS’s, and in particular the role 
of prototypes. 
 
Figure 1: The shirt with sensors (the gray areas) that was part of the 
Vigour PSS prototype.  
The group of people that took part in the meeting has 
met regularly during the course of the project to take 
important design decisions together. The two therapists 
have used the prototype during one day in their daily 
practice before the meeting to get familiar with the 
prototype itself. For the third person, the care manager, 
it is the first time to see the prototype working. The 
meeting consisted of four steps (the different steps of 
the meeting are illustrated in Figure 3). In each step the 
participants filled in their findings on different forms 
and discussed their findings together. During the 
meeting the design researcher played a moderating role, 
by asking questions and steering the discussion. We will 
first describe the set-up of the meeting, then the insights 
that the design researcher got from this meeting and 
finally the observations by the conversation analyst who 
analyzed the interactions between the participants and 
with the interactive prototype. 
SET-UP OF THE CO-REFLECTION SESSION 
The set-up of this meeting is based on a co-reflection 
structure, which consists of an exploration, an ideation, 
and a confrontation phase (Tomico et al. 2009; 2011). 
The goal of these phases is that through reflecting on 
different ideas, people will be confronted with different 
viewpoints, which can change the frame of reference of 
both the design researcher and stakeholders. Similar to 
the exploration phase of co-reflection, the goal of the 
first two steps of the meeting was to let the participants 
reflect and explore the current prototype. This was done 
in the first step by asking the participants to reflect on 
their individual contributions and filling in their finding 
on individual forms. During the second step of the 
workshop the participants where asked to indicate 
positive and negative aspects of the current prototype on 
individual forms, this exercise was based on bi-polar 
laddering (Pifarré & Tomico 2007). 
 
Figure 2: The image that the therapist saw on the computer, the red 
parts on the shirt indicate which sensors are currently being stretched. 
With the bars on the right side the therapists could change the 
sensitivity of the sensors. 
Based on the ideation phase of co-reflection, in the third 
step of the meeting the participants where asked to 
individually use these positive and negative aspects to 
generate an ideal future service and each sketch it out on 
separated papers. Based on the confrontation phase of 
co-reflection, in the final step of the meeting it was the 
goal to collaboratively decide on concrete activities for 
the stakeholders to continue working on. 
DESIGN INSIGHTS FROM THE CO-REFLECTION 
SESSION 
To give an idea about what kind of insights the 
interactive prototype elicited during the meeting we will 
first discuss some of the topics that were discussed. 
Having a prototype that could be touched, worn and 
interacted with helped to make the requirements of the 
stakeholders very clear. The shirt needed to be 
fashionable, have a good fit and the sensors needed to 
be located on the right positions to provide accurate 
sensor data. Discussing the prototype also helped to 
open the discussion about what are the next things to 
consider when the PSS needs to be implemented. The 
stakeholders came up with a multitude of different 
scenarios in which the shirt could be applied. For 
example: for individual use, for group use, with family 
of the client or without, to measure daily activities, to be 
used in rehabilitation exercises. Finally, the meeting 
helped the design researcher and the stakeholders to 
together create a list of prioritized next steps that should 
be taken for the shirt to have value in the larger PSS. 
These were very concrete aspects such as: making the 
sensors more sensitive, choosing the target group for 
first tests, deciding on how many people to test the shirt 
with. 
OBSERVATIONS BY A CONVERSATION ANALYST 
The conversation analyst looked at the meeting from a 
different point of view than the designer, as further 
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explained in Brouwer & ten Bhömer (2013). The 
analysis focused on the type involvement of the 
participants had with the prototype and how they 
explicated the points they made in the discussion with 
or without making use of the prototype. This analysis 
was substantiated with excerpts from the meeting video 
recording. A description by the conversation analyst of 
each excerpt in relation to the prototype is showed in 
Figure 3. The first finding is that the prototype might be 
referred to both as and idea and as an artifact. This is the 
case because the prototype in the meeting is known to 
the participants from earlier experience, and therefore 
the object does not necessarily figure as a visible and 
tangible resource in explicating design features. This 
finding is shown by excerpt 1, 2 and 3. As a second 
finding three techniques for explicating design issues 
that exploit the prototype were identified: (a) gazing 
simultaneously with pointing, touching and/or 
manipulating (moving, stretching, turning), these are 
showed by excerpts 4 and 5, (b) demonstrating by 
taking the prototype into use the way it is supposed to 
be used, showed in excerpt 6 and 7, and (c) 
demonstrating by imitating the manipulation or use of 
the prototype through gesture - an 'imagined' dealing 
with the prototype, which is illustrated with excerpt 8. 
RELATING THE EXPLICATION TECHNIQUES 
WITH THE CO-REFLECTION PHASES 
To find out more about the implications of using an 
interactive prototype in a co-reflection session, we are 
especially interested in the explication techniques that 
exploited the prototype during the meeting. To find out 
how these techniques were embedded in the meeting, 
we relate the explication techniques that the 
conversation analyst described in her analysis to the 
phases of the co-reflection set-up in which the 
explication was found. We will reflect on the role of the 
prototype in the particular combination of explication 
and co-reflection phase, and discuss how this relation 
could be instrumental during the development of a PSS. 
POINTING AND MANIPULATING FOR THE 
EXPLORATION PHASE 
Pointing and manipulation was an explication technique 
that was picked-up twice during the exploration phase 
by the conversation analyst. In excerpt 4 one of the 
therapists discussed the sensitivity of a particular sensor. 
To establish a locus of joint attention in relation to what 
she was talking about she held the two sensors in her 
hands and stretched them. In excerpt 5, the other 
therapist discovered that one of the sensors in the 
garment slowly twisted when wearing it on the body. 
She pointed her finger towards the particular sensor to 
raise the issue to the other participants. For the design 
researcher these pointing and manipulation interactions 
with the prototype helped to make the issues the 
participants were describing more concrete. These two 
excerpts have in common that they support the 
exploration phase because the participants expressed 
and substantiated their individual viewpoints. The 
discussion about the sensitivity of the stretch sensors 
was an issue that was already discovered before the 
actual meeting, but the discussion about the twisting 
sensor was an issue that was discovered during the 
meeting itself. What this means for PSS development is 
that having a prototype that can be pointed at and 
manipulated enables participants to express their 
viewpoints. A problem like the sensitivity of the 
sensors, or the rotation of the fabric, would make it 
impossible for the PSS to function. By making these 
problems transparent and concrete, everybody has to 
agree that a solution needs to be found. 
DEMONSTRATING THE PROTOTYPE’S FUNCTION 
FOR THE EXPLORATION AND CONFRONTATION 
PHASES 
During the meeting the prototype was demonstrated 
multiple times (because one of the therapists was 
wearing the garment). In excerpt 6, in the exploration 
phase, the therapist gave a demonstration of the shirt 
and emphasized that the sensors were not sensitive 
enough, by showing the relation between the 
movements and the visual and auditory feedback on the 
computer. In excerpt 7, part of the confrontation phase 
of the meeting, the therapists discussed how the lower 
back sensor should be positioned for better functioning. 
Because the demonstration of the positioning took place 
on the back of the therapist, it was impossible for the 
two other participants to have a good view on the 
situation. For the design researcher these 
demonstrations were very valuable because they showed 
to a certain extend how the interactive prototype would 
be used in the real setting. For example, the therapist 
showed how she used the interface to change the sensor 
sensitivity. The design researcher noticed that this 
process would be very difficult with a real client, but the 
therapist did not further discuss this issue. During the 
exploration phase the therapist is using the 
demonstration to further substantiate the point that she 
made in a previous excerpt (that the sensors were not 
sensitive enough), the demonstration provided evidence 
to the other participants. In the confrontation part the 
participants were looking collaboratively for a better 
location for the sensor on the back, they used 
demonstrations of the prototype to try several 
alternatives and demonstrated how they would like the 
ideal situation to be. For the development of PSS we 
can learn that demonstrations can serve multiple 
purposes. Firstly, it can help to convince stakeholders of 
a problem that an individual notices. Secondly, it can 
help to collaboratively find and try new solutions for 
issues that were detected earlier in the meeting. 
IMITATING MANIPULATION AND/OR 
DEMONSTRATION OF THE PROTOTYPE THROUGH 
BODY MOVEMENT AND GESTURES FOR THE 
CONFRONTATION PHASE 
In excerpt 8, one of the participants explained how the 
sensor should be placed and stretched when a particular 
movement is made. Because she was not wearing the  
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Figure 3: 1st column: visualization of the different phases of the 
meeting, 2nd column: the forms that were filled in, 3rd column: the 
excerpts that were selected by the conversation analyst. 
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prototype it became impossible for her to demonstrate 
this idea. By using gestures with her hand to explain the 
behavior of the prototype, and at the same time moving 
with her body to show the specific movement she 
solved this issue. For the design researcher this made it 
clear what the therapist meant when she was talking 
about measuring a specific movement, at the same time 
it showed how a new sensor would need to be placed on 
the garment to be able to measure this movement. The 
confrontation phase is about creating common ground, 
and combining each other’s individual viewpoints. 
Because there is only one prototype, the balance 
between the participants became distorted, the other 
participants not wearing the prototype couldn’t directly 
demonstrate the ideas they had to the other people. This 
excerpt showed that using gestures to imitate the 
prototype, based on prior experience with the prototype, 
was a way in which participants solved this issue. 
During the development of PSS some aspects might not 
be developed or prototyped yet. By imitating 
manipulation it might be possible for participants to 
envision and communicate these aspects. We saw in this 
example that these imitations are most powerful when 
they can be related to an existing prototype, which 
serves as common ground to all the participants.  
DISCUSSION 
We started with the question: how can designers support 
the design of product-service systems, taking into 
account existing products and services of the 
stakeholders and at the same time fully acknowledge the 
diversity of the different viewpoints of stakeholders? As 
a proposed solution for this issue we analyzed how 
stakeholders who are part of the development process of 
a new PSS use interactive prototypes to explicate their 
reflections, envision new possibilities and decide on 
concrete next steps. We compared three explication 
techniques that the conversation analyst found with the 
phases of a co-reflection session, and use these to come 
to some conclusion for the design of PSS. 
Interactive prototypes are especially useful for the 
exploration and confrontation phases. Pointing and 
manipulating with the prototype helped to make 
reflections concrete, made it easier to propose small 
design changes and thereby helped the participants to 
reach common goals. In the development of a PSS this 
is especially valuable because it can make certain 
problems transparent and concrete, everybody has to 
agree that a solution needs to be found. The 
demonstrations with the prototype provided evidence 
for certain design issues (for example the demonstration 
of the sensitivity of the sensors). It helped to make the 
insight recognizable through experiences that other 
participants not necessarily had beforehand. During PSS 
development the demonstrations can help to convince 
stakeholders of a problem that an individual notices and 
can help to collaboratively find and try new solutions.  
Interactive prototypes do have their limits, as we 
noticed during the analysis of this meeting. During the 
ideation phase the interactive prototype did not play a 
large role. The reason for this might be that for ideation 
the prototype is already too specific. This is especially a 
problem for the design of new elements in a PSS 
because these are more difficult to base on existing 
prototype. We saw in the meeting that by imitating 
manipulation it might be possible for participants to 
envision and communicate these aspects, but his only 
happened in the case of incremental design changes. It 
could be interesting in the development of PSS to 
include parts where techniques such as bodystorming 
(Oulasvirta et al. 2003) are used to trigger participants 
to project the PSS in the future. 
Developing the prototype is part of the development of 
the PSS: knowledge from different stakeholders comes 
together in the physical prototype. In this case the stake 
of the therapists and care manager in the project is to 
give good care to the end-users and run a profitable 
business with this service. For future work it would be 
interesting to find out how other stakeholders deal with 
the interactive prototypes in co-reflection sessions, for 
example, production partners or technology partners. 
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ABSTRACT 
This article reports on the analysis of a design 
session, employing conversation analysis. In the 
design session three experts and a designer discuss 
a prototype of a shirt, which has been developed 
with the input from these experts. The analysis 
focuses on the type of involvement of the 
participants with the prototype and how they 
explicate the points they make in the discussion 
with or without making use of the prototype.  
Three techniques for explicating design issues that 
exploit the prototype are identified: a. gazing 
simultaneously with pointing, touching and/or 
manipulating (moving, stretching, turning) b. 
demonstrating by taking the prototype into use the 
way it is supposed to be used c. demonstrating by 
imitating the manipulation or use of the prototype 
through gesture - an 'imagined' dealing with the 
prototype. Based on the analysis, it is argued that 
these techniques offer different possibilities for 
discussing design issues.  
INTRODUCTION 
Prototypes are tactile, preliminary, and functional 
versions of a design. They offer possibilities for 
evaluating how a design will and will not work. 
One may see prototypes as resources that assist 
participants in the design process in envisioning in 
what ways a product may, could or should be used, 
and what could be improved, interactively with a 
designer. Envisioning a future product in use, by 
users in the future and possibly altogether different 
setting may be easier (and thus more fruitful) when 
some similar product can be touched, pointed at, 
held, or taken into use, since its functionality 
thereby can be tried out. Experts that partake in a 
design session may relate their expert knowledge 
directly to whatever they experience from the 
prototype. Designers may thus be expected to 
encourage expert participants to handle the 
prototype.  
Apart from the prototype, however, participants in 
a design session may, as they do in most contexts 
where social actions are accomplished, make use 
of other artefacts, their own bodies, e.g. by 
gestures and gaze, and talk. Handling the prototype 
in itself may or may not be meaningful, but is 
typically done in and through carefully concerted 
complex actions that encompass both gaze, bodily 
movements, gesture, artefact handling and talk. 
Moreover, although typically only one person has a 
turn at talk at a time (Sacks, Schegloff, & 
Jefferson, 1974), other participants may 
simultaneously make use of gaze, gesture, and 
bodily movements. This article thus focuses on 
whether and how participants handle the prototype 
in the design session, and how that handling, 
together with talk, body movements, and gaze is 
used in order to establish intersubjective meaning. 
The paper is the first of twin papers - the second 
paper focuses on the set-up of the session and the 
intended use of the prototype in relation to this 
analysis (see ten Bhömer et al., this volume).  
A DESIGN SESSION FOR AN INTELLIGENT 
SHIRT 
The analysis concerns interaction about the design 
of an 'intelligent' shirt with sensors, which was 
developed to encourage older citizens to make 
movements in order to stay fit and flexible. The 
design session was led by the designer (B). Two 
physiotherapists (A and P) and an expert on elderly 
care (C) participated. The participants speak Dutch 
in this session. They mostly sat around a table 
during the session: 
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Fig. 1: Sitting arrangement 
Importantly, only one participant, C, gets 
introduced to the prototype in this session. Two 
participants saw and to some extend tried the shirt 
out before the session. The session thus to a certain 
degree concerns their earlier experiences with the 
shirt.   
THE PROTOTYPE AS AN IDEA 
One first observation is that participants do not 
always orient to the prototype as an artefact. In the 
following excerpt, we see A and P discussing the 
prototype. B, the designer has asked them to note 
down which of the previously established ideas for 
the shirt they recognize in the prototype. Both 
write for a while, and then they start to inform each 
other of the features of the prototype that they 
wrote down for this task. 
In Excerpt 1 (see right hand side of the page) the 
prototype is laid out on the table, but A and P do 
not look at it, point at it or touch it at all. Instead, 
they go back and forth between looking at each 
other and the paper on which they wrote. 
Furthermore, they do not refer directly to the 
prototype verbally either - as would have been the 
case if they had used a pronoun for the prototype 
as in 'it is fashionable' or 'it is easy to wear'. 
Instead, they directly report the words that they 
have written on the paper (I had as a first point this 
fashionable, l.1).The participant seem to treat the 
assignment as one that should be solved verbally, 
in that first 'write, then assert opinions about the 
prototype' assignment. A way of putting this is that 
the prototype figures in their interaction as an idea 
rather than as an artefact, and this idea is expressed 
in words on the paper. This excerpt shows that 
participants may talk about central features of the 
design and the prototype but without orientation to 
the prototype verbally, by gaze or bodily, even 
though the prototype is right in front of them. We 
might thus say that when a prototype as artefact is 
known to the participants from earlier experience, 
it does not necessarily figure as a resource in 
explicating design features. Possibly, the 
assignment given (writing down) invites the 
participants to focus on (written) words, rather than 
on the object. 
01 A: k had s eerste dat fashionable 
   I had as a first point this fashionable 
 gazeA >P--------------------------------- 
 gazeP >A--------------------------------- 
02  (0.3)  
03 P: Ja en ik had makkelijk aan te {doen 
   yes and I had easy to put on 
 gaze P >paper                   {>A 
 gazeA P---------------------------------------- 
04  (0.6) 
 gazeA >paper 
05 A: heb ik [op {twee staan he ](h)e 
   I have that as a number two 
 gazeA >paper  {>P------------- 
06 P:   [makkelijk te dragen] 
     easy to wear 
 gazeP >A------------------------------- 
07 A: ja= 
   yes 
 gazeA >P--- 
 gazeP >A--- 
08 B: =(h)e(h)ehe 
09 A: .hhh 
 gazeA >paper 
 gazeP >paper 
Excerpt 1  
GAZING AT AND MANIPULATING WITH 
THE PROTOTYPE 
In the continuation of this excerpt (see Excerpt 1 
continued below), the designer can be understood 
to instruct the participants to take the prototype 
into account (l. 12), by asking a question of how 
the feature is expressed ('terugkomen' come back). 
B not only verbally encourages to link the insight 
to the prototype, but also by his gaze and his 
spread hand addresses the prototype as central. 
 
 
Fig. 2: Hand spread towards prototype (l. 12 in transscript, 
Excerpt 1 continued) 
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10  (0.3) 
11 A: [eh::] 
12 B [(en)] fashionable hoe zie {je {dat  eh::m  
   and fashionable how do you see that  ehm 
 gaze B        {>prototype        >A 
 hand B        {spread point towards  
            prototype 
13 B eh terugkomen [in et eh 
   eh come back in the eh 
 gaze B >P 
 hand B retreat folded back to body 
14 A:       [dat et een {shirt is wat = 
         that it is a shirt that 
 gaze A >B-------------------------------{>prototype-- 
15 A: ={iemand echt {e::h zonder problemen aan= 
   someone really eh without problems can put 
  gazeA --prototype------{>B------------------------------ 
 handA  open palm up over table---------------------- 
16 A: =kan trekken en wat {ook best {mooi is. 
   =on and that is actually quite nice. 
 gazeA -----B------------------{>prototype 
 handA  ----open palm--------------------{beat over proto- 
           type with back  
17 B: ja (.) ja 
   yes  yes 
Excerpt 1 continued 
This has some effects, since A now specifically 
mentions the shirt (l. 14), directs her gaze to it 
shortly in l. 14 and again in l. 15, and has a kind of 
vague pointer to it with the back of her hand (l. 
15). However, A does not specifically answers B's 
question as to which aspects of the prototype make 
it fashionable, but rather rephrases what she means 
by fashionable ('best mooi' quite nice). Just a bit 
later in the interaction, the designer further pursues 
a response (Pomerantz, 1984) that points to 
specific aspects of the prototype, an answer that to 
a higher degree exploits the prototype as an 
artefact:  
01 B: enne: e:h (0.4)  
   and eh 
02 B: waar zie je dat nu dan {terugkomen in:: 
   where do you see this coming back in 
 handB         {>spread point towards     
          prototype 
03  (0.6)  
04 A: e[::h] 
05 B:    [ja] t is een beetje die herkomstvraag= 
   yes it is kind of this question about origin 
06 B:  =zeg ma[ar] dus ehm 
   you could say so ehm 
07 A:           [ja] 
            yes 
Excerpt 2 
Again, the designer encourages the participants to 
exploit the prototype as an artefact to explicate 
their insights. After some more quite abstract talk, 
the other participant, P, explicates how the shirt is 
fashionable by taking the shirt, turning it around 
and showing some fashionable feature: 
01 P: ja (.) 
   yes 
  hands P stretches>top of shirt and grabs 
02 P: en ook dat t boordje bevoorbeeld nie eh (.) 
   yes and also that the collar for example not eh 
 gaze P >hands/prototype 
 gazeA >prototype 
 gazeB >prototype 
  handsP flips top of shirt over -- lies in front of P 
03 P: tot hier {zit 
   reaches here 
 gazeP >B >A 
 gazeA >P 
 gazeB         { >P 
Excerpt 3 
 
 
Fig. 3: Arranging the prototype - ( l.2 in the transscript Excerpt 
3) 
Hereby P exploits the prototype as an artefact to 
explicate the design feature 'fashionable'. 
The analyses above show that the mere presence of 
a prototype not necessarily means that participants 
will exploit it in their talk about the design. It also 
shows, that the designer implicitly encourages the 
participants to do so.  
DIRECTING GAZE TO THE PROTOTYPE  - 
POINTING AND MANIPULATING 
Furthermore, excerpt 3 shows a technique for 
exploiting the prototype by manipulating it 
directly. This manipulation can be seen as a 
display of one specific property of it  to others that 
explicates the characteristic of 'fashionable'. In the 
example above, P deliberately reaches for the 
prototype in order to show it to the other 
participants, not to examine it in order to get 
insights. In this way P seems to use the prototype 
46 Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed Participation  Participatory Inn vation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
to support an opinion she had beforehand, or to 
present it as such. More generally, manipulating 
the prototype in this way, as is the case with 
pointing, is treated by the other participants as an 
invitation to establish joint attention to the 
prototype or specific parts of it, or, in Goodwin’s 
words: 'attempting to establish a particular space as 
a shared focus for the organization of cognition 
and action.' (Goodwin, 2003). The two other 
participants have their gaze on the part of the 
prototype as P is flipping it over and it remains 
there. In l. 3 P has withdrawn her gaze and hands 
from the prototype and seeks B's and A's gazes by 
looking at them in order to direct their gazes at her 
instead of the prototype. A speaker, having a turn 
at talk may thus, by demonstrably directing gaze 
and hands towards objects or contrarily 
withdrawing gaze and hands, guide the recipients' 
gaze towards the relevant persons or objects for the 
talk. Bodily orientations such as gaze, pointing 
and/or manipulating and talk are juxtaposed - they 
are produced and understood as a package 
(Goodwin, 2003). Such direction of attention to the 
prototype can be understood as an act of reference. 
Some utterances, specifically those that include 
deictic expressions (this, that, there, him etc) can 
only be understood properly by ensuring 
participants' attention to the entity the expression is 
supposed to refer to, typically before that 
expression is made (Hindmarsh & Heath, 2000).  
This is the case in Excerpt 4. Touching, pointing 
at, moving and other manipulative (i.e. using the 
hands) actions with the prototype seem to establish 
the referent, in this excerpt 'deze twee sensoren' 
these two sensors, l.4. Afterwards assertions are 
made about that referent (l. 9-12). Note that the 
speaker actually starts out with making assertion 
about the referent (l. 1) but then changes her 
speech to first establish exactly what she is talking 
about.  
 
Fig. 4: Holding the prototype, l. 2-4, Excerpt 4 
 
01 P: ehm wat ik al {merkte/{is dat eh wanneer je:: 
   ehm what I already noticed is that eh when you 
 handsP          {>laying out armpit section------ 
 gazeP {>armpit section------------------------------------- 
 gazeA {>P-------------------------{>armpit section------ 
 gazeB {>P-------------- {>armpit section------ 
02  (0.5)  
 handsP on armpit section--- 
 gazeP >armpit section 
 gazeA >armpit section 
 gazeB >armpit section 
03 P: ik had toen bevoorbeeld= 
   I did then for example 
 handsP stretches armpit section--- 
 gazeP >armpit section 
 gazeA >armpit section 
 gazeB >armpit section 
 
04 P: =deze twee sensoren aangeklikt? 
   click these two sensors? 
 handsP holds armpit section--- 
 gazeP >armpit section 
 gazeA >armpit section 
 gazeB >armpit section 
 
05 (0.2) 
 gazeP >B 
 gazeB >P   
06 B: mhm 
07 P: met een geluid= 
   with a sound 
08 B: =ja 
  yes 
09 P:  en je moet echt een {flinke 
   and you really have a big 
 LhandP       {moves up over head 
 gazeA >P       {follows Ps hand 
 gazeB >P 
10 P: anteflexie {maken? 
   antiflex to make 
 LhandP stays up over head  
 gazeA >Ps hand 
 gazeB >P 
11  (0.5) 
12 P: wil dat geluidje {afspelen 
   if the sound has to play 
 LhandP moves down      {on table 
Excerpt 4  
In this excerpt, the assertions are based on earlier 
experiences. However, in the course of dealing 
with the prototype, participants may convey that 
specific design issues occur to them in that same 
moment. 
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An example is Excerpt 5, in which A points at the 
sleeve of the shirt, while P is wearing it: 
01 A: want dit {dit gaat nu bij haar helemaal zo= 
   cause this this does with her totally like this  
 gazeA >Ps leftarm 
 handA     {point at seam on Ps leftarm 
02 A = draaien zie je dat 
   turn do you see that 
02  (0.6)  
 armP slight lift 
 gazeP Ps left arm 
03 P: ja 
   yes 
  
Excerpt 5  
 
Fig. 5: Pointing at the prototype, l. 1 Excerpt 5 
A is not only gazing and pointing but also instructs 
the participants verbally to direct their attention to 
the sleeve ('zie je dat' do you see that', l. 1), which 
they do, see fig. 5.  
Both when earlier insights are conveyed and when 
insights are made on the spot, participants thus 
establish joint attention toward whatever feature is 
being talked about.  
DEMONSTRATING THE PROTOTYPE 
Pointing, touching, holding and moving the 
prototype is one thing, but participants may also 
take the prototype into use, the way it is supposed 
to be taken into use. In the design session, we thus 
see that at some point, P is asked to put on the shirt 
in order to demonstrate its functions to the newly 
arrived fourth participant, C.  In Excerpt 6, the 
prototype is represented by two artefacts: The shirt 
itself and the computer, by which feedback is 
given. The demonstrater P, by fixing her gaze on 
the computer and by her verbal 'kijk'  look, can be 
understood as establishing the computer as the 
relevant focus (l.1). Ps gaze is on the computer 
throughout the excerpt, and apart from glances 
from C (l.2 and l. 6) as well as A (l.2) towards P, 
gazes are on the computer screen.  
 
01 P: *n ki{jk 
   nd look 
 RarmP     {moves stretched up 
 gazeP >computer 
 gazeA >computer 
 gazeB >computer 
 gazeC >computer 
02  (1.2)  
 RarmP stretches up over head/short stretch beyond  
            shoulder 
 gazeP >armpit section 
 gazeA >computer>Psarm >computer 
 gazeB >computer 
 gazeC >Psarm >computer 
03 P: want 
   because 
 RarmP moves down 
 gazeall >computer 
04  (0.3) 
 RarmP moves down - rest on table   
 handsP holds armpit section--- 
 gazeall >computer 
 
05  (0.7) 
 LarmP moves up stretch to about eye level 
 gazeall >computer  
06  (0.8)    ((total elapsed time 1.8) 
 LarmP lowers sli{ghtly 
 RhandP     {touches upper left arm 
 gazeP >computer 
 gazeA >computer 
 gazeB >computer 
 gazeC >computer>P 
07 P: hij moet dus 
   it ought to 
 RhandPmoves tiwards wrist of stretched left arm 
 gazeP >computer 
 gazeA >computer 
 gazeB >computer 
 gazeC >P>computer 
 
08  (0.9) 
 RarmP stretches parallell to stretched left arm 
 gazeall >computer 
09 P:  rood worden toch 
   become red right 
 RhandP moves toward elbow of left arm 
 gazeall >computer 
10  (0.4) 
 gazeall >computer 
11 A ah ja 
   ah yes 
Excerpt 6 
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The participants thus mainly focus on what the 
computer does in relation to the movements that P 
makes. 
Fig. 6: Demonstrating the prototype, Excerpt 6, l. 2 
In making her movements, P demonstrates here, 
that the sensors of the shirt may not be sensitive 
enough. This is an insight that P bases on earlier 
experience with the shirt, a point that she has made 
earlier in the session (Excerpt 4).  In Excerpt 4 
however, her manipulation with the prototype 
(touching the sensors at the armpit and stretching 
them) only illustrates her assertion. Other 
participants have to take for granted, that a large 
stretch has to be made in order for the sensors to 
register it. In excerpt 6, the assertion is 
substantiated with a demonstration, through which 
the other participants get direct experience, which 
provides convincing evidence for the assertion. In 
that sense, the version of the assertion in Excerpt 4 
was a claim, while in Excerpt 6, it was done as a 
demonstration (Sacks 1992, Fall 1965, lecture 3, p 
146-7). Demonstrating the prototype, and thereby 
providing evidence for design issues, can be seen 
as making the insight recognizable for other 
participants, through experiences, that they not 
necessarily had beforehand.  
THE LOCATION OF THE PROTOTYPE AND 
HOW IT CAN BE HANDLED 
Depending on what kind of object a prototype is, 
and what it does, it can be employed in different 
ways and thereby show specific issues to others. P 
could only illustrate (specifying the sensors) what 
she was talking about when making her point in 
Excerpt 4, while she could demonstrate her point 
in Excerpt 6. The difference was having the shirt 
lying on the table, or having it on her body. 
Initially one could claim, that wearing the shirt 
would give the participants better opportunities for 
proving their points, and discovering new issues 
too, as in Excerpt 5. 
This does, however, depend on what kind of 
assertion is being made, and to what extend 
different participants have access to those features 
of the prototype, which are in focus. In the 
following Excerpt 7, A makes a remark about the 
sensors in the back that should be placed lower.  
01 A: en wat hadden we daar nou 
   and what did we again 
 gazeA >C------------------------------- 
02 A: we hebben het daar wel es over ge{had hè   
   we did talk about this one time right 
 gazeA >B----------------------------------------{Psback 
 torsoA          {leans back 
03 A: wat hadden we daar nou voor (.) bedacht?.ff 
   what did we come up with for that again? 
 gazeA >Ps back 
 armA lifts over back of chairs 
04 A: dat ie eh 
   that it eh 
 gazeA >Ps back 
05  (1.7) 
 gazeA >Ps back  
06 A: dat 
   that 
 gazeA >Ps back 
07  (0.4) 
 gazeA >Ps back 
08 A: dat dat shirt eh 
   that that shirt eh 
 gazeA >Ps back 
 gazeC >A 
09 A:  dat {die sensoren 
   that those sensors 
 gazeA >Ps back 
 LhandA      moves over Ps back downwards 
 headC lift>ALhand 
 gazeC follows ALhand 
 torsoC moving back in order to see ALhand 
10 A: .mff 
11 A: eigenlijk lager moesten be{ginnen he 
   actually should start lower right 
 gazeA >Ps back-----------------------{>B  
 LhandA rests on Ps lower back 
 gazeC ALhand 
12 B: ja (.) klopt 
   yes that's right 
  
Excerpt 7 
A indicates the location of the sensors she is 
talking about by stroking her hand over them (l 8). 
But since P is wearing the shirt, A has to rearrange 
her body towards her, in order to actually see and 
touch the right place. C, sitting in a 45 degree 
angle of P and A, also adjusts her body in order to 
follow A's hand and view the sensors (l. 9-11). 
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Fig. 7: 'Those sensors' l. 8, Excerpt 7 
Fig. 8: Actually lower, l. 10 Excerpt 7 
Again, we see that when a speaker directs her gaze 
and hands towards the prototype, other participants 
will gaze in the same direction. The other two 
participants however, do not gaze at the sensors. B, 
who sits in front of P, would have to stand up and 
walk to the other side of the table in order to see, 
and P, wearing the shirt, would have to take it off. 
A's hand movements are out of her sight, and A 
does not seem to directly touch the shirt, so P does 
not feel her gestures either. Hence, in this case, the 
participants do not have mutual gaze on the 
features talked about.  
We see thus, that while taking a prototype into use 
may give stronger evidence for points made, in this 
case, it also has limitations: Since the prototype is 
'in use', it can only be manipulated as an attribute 
to P's body, which makes it less flexible, even 
though there may also be advantages to have it on 
someone's body. The prototype on the table was to 
a higher degree accessible for manipulation and 
gaze by all participants. 
IMITATING THE MANIPULATION OR USE 
OF THE PROTOTYPE BY GESTURE 
Participants, as noted in the above have techniques 
for establishing joint attention to some object or 
person. In a design session, this is not always the 
prototype. We saw already that in Excerpt 6 the 
participants mostly looked at the computer, but 
also had some glances at P wearing the prototype. 
Also in Excerpt 3, P went from manipulating the 
prototype to making a gesture at her throat, while, 
just before and during, she sought the gaze of the 
other participants. And in excerpt 4, P shifts from 
having her hands on the prototype, to making a 
movement with her body in order to exemplify the 
movement a user will have to make in order for the 
sensor of the shirt to react. In both cases, her 
recipients move their gaze from the prototype 
towards what P is doing with her movements. 
Interestingly, the movement in Excerpt 4, l. 9-11 is 
understandable as a meaningful movement only in 
relation to P having the shirt on. In order to make 
sense of the movement, recipients need to take the 
prototype and its functions into account - one could 
say that they in a sense have to imagine or map the 
prototype onto Ps body in order to understand how 
it is meaningful. This is of course also supported 
by her talk. Significantly, P is drawing on her 
having had an earlier experience with the shirt - 
having the shirt on. This way of exploiting the 
prototype, manipulating or using it as if it was 
there, is reminiscent of Streecks description of 
gestures that mimic manipulations of materials. As 
he asserts: 'As onlookers or interlocutors we 
apprehend these gestures as mimetic 
representations, turning, pulling, pushing things 
that are implicitly there.' p. 25 (Streeck, 2002). 
Using these types of gestures and movements 
means that the prototype can be exploited in the 
way that fits the participants best, even if it is in 
the wrong place for the purpose at hand. So, 
although the prototype is on the table, P shows 
how it works on the body. Now as we have shown 
in Excerpt 7, having the prototype on someone's 
body is not always the optimal position. In this 
case, establishing joint attention to the referent was 
not possible. In the next excerpt, a bit later than 
Excerpt 7, still talking about the sensors on the 
back, A communicates how the fabric of the 
prototype needs to stretch when you make a 
specific movement. Now in order to communicate 
this, A has a double problem: The shirt is not 
directly available for manipulation with her hands, 
and it is also not available for her to demonstrate it 
'in use' since it is on P’s body. A solves the 
problem like this: First, A makes a gesture, as if 
she is manipulating the fabric of the shirt on the 
back, holds her hand at the stretching position (l. 
4): 
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Fig. 9: Manipulating the prototype as if it was there, l 4-5 
Excerpt 8 
Right after (l.5) A mimics the movement you'd 
have to make for the shirt to stretch like this by 
moving her torso forth and back, while keeping the 
hand in position, and finishing off with repeating 
the stretching motion: 
 
Fig. 10: 'When you move' - l. 6 Excerpt 8  
In a way then, A is simulating two imagined 
prototypes at the same time: One in her hands, 
which she manipulates, and one on her body, 
which she takes 'in use'. All the while, P is wearing 
the shirt.  
By the gesture and movements A invokes the 
prototype and what you can do with it. The 
prototype can be understood as being invoked by 
way of the situational and chronological context in 
which the prototype also has been exploited 
manually and been demonstrated - in Streeck’s 
words: 'the indexical, tactile grounds of the 
gestures figuration are available from the recent 
interaction' (Streeck, 2002), p. 37.  Thus, A 
manages to both manipulate and demonstrate the 
prototype in order to talk about design issues - and 
she does it in a space where all participants have 
good possibilities to direct their gaze. 
01 A: dus eigenlijk moet die sensor 
   so actually this sensor 
 gazeA >B------------------------------- 
 gazeB >A------------------------------- 
 gazeC >A------------------------------- 
 gazeP >paper on table 
02 A: zo laag mogelijk beginnen   
   should start as low as possible 
 gazeA >B------------------------------- 
 gazeB >A------------------------------- 
 gazeC >A------------------------------- 
 gazeP >paper on table 
03 (0.8) 
 handsA brings in a position in front of her body 
04 (0.4) ((total elapsed time 1.2)) 
 RhandA starts stroking motion, palm out, upwards 
05 A: het stuk daarboven (.) 
   the piece above that 
 RhandA continues stroking motion, following a round  
    curve ending with palm downward at about   
    eye level  
06 A: als je beweegt= 
   when you move 
 RhandA keeps in position at about eye level 
 torsoA  forward movement 
07 A: =dat dat pu-{dat het uitge (.) rekt wordt 
   that that po- that this is being stretched 
 torsoA backward movement 
 RhandA      {stretching gesture    
Excerpt 8 
CONCLUSION 
Touching, pointing, holding, operating, employing, 
or even just gazing at a prototype while talking 
about the design are ways in which participants 
establish joint attention towards it. Thereby, 
assertions about the prototype may be 
substantiated. Furthermore, participants may get 
new insights about the prototype or ideas to 
develop it by viewing or handling it in a design 
session. In this way, prototypes may play a central 
role in design sessions. In this paper, three 
different techniques for explicating design issues 
by involving the prototype were identified: a. 
pointing and manipulating b. demonstrating the 
prototype's function and c. imitating manipulation 
and/or demonstration of the prototype through 
body movement and gesture. In the last technique, 
the prototype is not handled directly, but is 
imagined in the gestural movement, or mapped 
onto the speaker's hands and or body. Such 
gestural and bodily treatment of an imagined 
prototype may be even seen as more fruitful than 
actually taking it into use. It may, first of all, offer 
better opportunities for participants to have joint 
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attention to some issue, and, secondly, it may 
convey complex issues in one package, which 
would not have been possible to convey with the 
actual artefact.  
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ABSTRACT 
User participants, when invited after participatory 
prototyping to a concept validation session, can 
help determine the conformance of their elicited 
insights with the concepts designed by designers.  
This paper examines a concept validation session 
with a set of potential users and attempts to explore 
some aspects of how user participants, 
encountering new product forms developed by 
designers, arrive at the acceptance of a concept 
sketch (and rendering) based primarily on its 
outward appearance and possibly compromising on 
its functional features. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Case Example:  
In India, around 13.5 million two-wheelers are sold 
annually, and that accounts for 77.32% of the total 
amount of vehicles sold (SIAM 2012). As regards 
slightly larger vehicles, compact cars account for 60% 
of the total passenger car sales in India. The general 
price of two-wheelers in India range from 30,000INR to 
80,000INR, and the cheapest car starts from 2,00,000 
INR. There has been a long-felt gap between two-
wheelers and cars. Over the years, two-wheeler 
manufacturers perceived this gap as an opportunity to 
launch expensive scooters and motorcycles while car 
manufacturers stripped down features to come up with 
economy models—both gaining only limited success. 
As part of on-going research of ‘addressing the gap 
between two-wheelers and cars in India’, one of the 
authors of this paper (Sharma) has been exploring 
object-mediated Participatory Research techniques to 
identify user aspirations while designing vehicle 
products. In this regard, he designed abstract and 
concrete toolkits and previously discussed their 
influence on participatory prototyping (Sharma 2011). 
He then further developed an approach to convert 
participatory data into visual participatory 
representation (Sharma and Day 2012) to be used by a 
group of designers to collectively create vehicle product 
forms that would bridge the gap between two-wheelers 
and car segments of the Indian market. Using this 
representation, designers are expected to integrate 
desired features and create concept sketches and 
renderings. The current paper focuses on the next phase 
of research, where the same user participants were 
invited back after three months to validate the concepts 
created by designers. The user participants were shown 
sketches and renderings and asked to discuss the 
different vehicle concepts. 
It is important to conduct concept validation sessions 
with the same set of users to see the deviations, if any, 
in the designers’ concepts from the user data elicited in 
the participatory research. There could be instances 
where users may select or like a concept primarily 
because of the appearances of the concept. We are 
presenting an analysis of one such case, where user 
participants selected a particular concept and apparently 
accepted the absence of some important product 
features. This analysis may become useful in designing 
effective participatory validation sessions in the future. 
DATA AND METHODS 
In the concept validation session under examination, the 
potential user participants were initially shown the 
video recording of the earlier prototyping session to 
refresh their memories. After the video clip was shown, 
several printed sheets of paper were given to the user 
participants: these comprised of three 2D renderings of 
the three different concepts, two 3D renderings of the 
final concept and two 3D renderings of the final concept 
in a scenario. The moderator (cum researcher, Sharma) 
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suggested that the user participants take a good look at 
all the sheets, give feedback about the concepts and 
establish a common consensus or agreement about 
them. During this process, the user participants kept 
shuffling the sheets of paper and conversing vis-à-vis 
the idea of a vehicle that they had talked about in the 
earlier prototyping session. The sketches of the different 
vehicle concepts were deliberately not pinned up 
because the moderator wanted to see as to which of the 
many sketches or renderings becomes the focus of the 
user participants’ discussion, and how. 
Two video cameras were used to record the session: one 
captured the bodily conduct of the user participants and 
their positioning in relation to each other and the table, 
and the other captured the sheets of paper on the table as 
well as the participants' manipulation of them (see 
Figure 1). In addition to the three user participants, the 
moderator is present but some distance away from the 
table. He cannot be seen on the video but his verbal 
contributions can be heard and have been transcribed 
along with talk by the other participants. The session 
was carried out in English. 
Figure 1: Two video cameras were used to capture the interaction. 
The transcripts follow conversation-analytic 
conventions (Jefferson 2004), and relevant fragments of 
the user participants’ bodily conduct are described using 
italics and with participant labels written in lower-case 
letters (e.g. sub for Subhani). These are the real names 
of the participants, who have given consent to use their 
names and images. 
In the earlier prototyping session, the user participants 
had employed an abstract toolkit (see Sharma 2011) and 
come up with the following desirable design features for 
the new vehicle being developed. 
Three-wheeled vehicle.  
Should not look like an auto rickshaw. 
Should seat minimum three people.  
Detachable side luggage spaces. 
Can be covered with convertible or a hard rooftop. 
 
In the concept validation session examined here, the 
user participants touch upon each of these features. 
They discuss and assess the different vehicle concepts, 
and in their doing so they can be seen to pick up, handle 
and point at the various (parts of the) sketches and 
renderings that are laid on the table. The user 
participants select one particular rendering as best 
meeting their expectations and, in working towards a 
convergent assessment of it, highlight its appearance 
over functional features. 
The concept validation session lasted 15 minutes in 
total, and the present study deals with the last couple of 
minutes of the session. This last segment of the session 
starts with the moderator eliciting a final round of 
responses from the user participants so as to sum up 
their discussion and conclude the session. The three user 
participants take turns in briefly reporting their 
individual and/or the group's shared views about the 
vehicle concepts. 
The present paper originates in the observation made by 
the design researcher (Sharma) that the user participants 
seem particularly impressed by how the product forms 
look, and the subsequent attempt by the interaction 
researcher (Rauniomaa) to provide a reasonable account 
of how such an interpretation emerges from the brief 
fragment of data. A conversation-analytic approach is 
adopted to explore the interactional event. 
ANALYSIS 
In what follows, we identify three aspects of the 2-
minute fragment of interaction that make it to be about 
'assessing appearances’. We show that the moderator 
elicits a final round of assessments and, together with 
the user participants, sets it up to concern primarily the 
outward appearance of the vehicle concepts. Relatedly, 
we show that all three-user participants draw on the 
same rendering, i.e. a visual representation of a 
particular vehicle concept, to highlight a shared basis 
for their individual assessments. These two aspects lend 
support to an overall focus on appearances where 
positive assessments are favoured over negative ones. 
We discuss each aspect in turn by presenting three 
fragments of the interaction as it unfolds in time. 
ELICITED ROUND OF ASSESSMENTS 
When the discussion between the user participants 
reaches a lull, the moderator initiates the final round-up 
of the session with does it go with the image that you 
had in your mind? (Transcript 1, lines 1–2). This can be 
heard both as a general prompt to assess whether the 
designers have succeeded in turning the user 
participants’ ideas into vehicle concepts or not, and as a 
more specific encouragement for the user participants to 
elaborate on their views on the outward appearance of 
the vehicle concepts, a feature that they themselves have 
highlighted in their discussion so far. Formatted as a 
yes/no interrogative, the prompt sets up an expectation 
of a type-conforming response, that is, a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ 
from the recipients (see Raymond 2003). 
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01 MOD: does it go with the image that you had 
02   in your mind? 
03 SUB: [(yes sir.) 
04 RAO: [yes. 
  sub  wobbles head 
  rao  wobbles head 
  pra  wobbles head 
05 MOD: is it uh m- exactly matching with what you, 
06 SUB: yes sir. 
07 RAO: [°yes.° 
08 SUB: [the only thing is like uh, the< eh whatever, 
  sub  reaches for rendering and picks it up 
09 SUB: the detachable, (.) (where-) we can keep 
10   for luggage. 
11   =but it is not even required actually. 
12   (as it [is,) 
13 RAO: [mm, 
14 SUB: if you increase the length you can even 
15   accommodate this small type of luggage. 
16   =(we were going to use this one.) 
17   I think this is good actually. (than,) 
18   this is matching. 
19 MOD: okay. 
Transcript 1: Moderator initiates and co-ordinates the final round-up. 
The user participants respond positively to the prompt: 
all three shake their heads from side to side in 
affirmation (producing what are colloquially called 
Indian head wobbles), and two of them also provide 
affirmative verbal responses (Transcript 1, lines 3–4). 
The responses are thus not only type-conforming but 
also delivered as preferred ones: produced immediately 
after the prompt and displaying clear agreement with the 
proposition conveyed in the prompt (see Pomerantz 
1984). 
The moderator then reformulates his enquiry into is it 
uh m- exactly matching with what you, (Transcript 1, 
line 5), inviting further elaborations from the user 
participants. Subhani, who is sitting at the right, 
provides an affirmative response, picks up a particular 
rendering from the table and goes on to point out—both 
verbally and physically—certain elements in the 
rendering (Transcript 1, lines 6, 8–9; Figures 2 and 3). 
After Subhani has responded at some length, the 
moderator also elicits responses first from Pratap and 
then from Rao with how about you (Transcript 2, line 1, 
and Transcript 3, line 1, respectively). 
In this way, the concept validation session is gradually 
brought to a close with a round of assessments where 
the three user participants are each given an opportunity 
individually to reflect on their common understanding 
of how the introduced vehicle concepts meet their 
expectations. The round of assessments is elicited and 
coordinated by the moderator, whose initial inquiry 
reflects and further sets up an orientation to 
appearances. 
Figure 2: Rendering of a vehicle concept. 
Figure 3: Subhani picks up the rendering. 
SHARED VISUAL BASIS 
During their discussion, the user participants have 
clearly established a favourite among the many 
renderings that are laid out on the table. Here we focus 
not on how participants select the particular rendering 
(cf. Heinemann 2011), but on how they employ it as a 
shared visual basis for their assessments. When Subhani 
began his assessment of the vehicle concept, he picked 
up from the table in front of him a rendering that they 
had dealt with earlier (Transcript 1, line 8; Figure 3). 
When Subhani concludes his turn and the moderator 
moves on to address Pratap, Subhani releases his grasp 
of the sheet of paper and Pratap in turn picks it up 
(Transcript 2, lines 1–2; Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4: Pratap picks up the rendering. 
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01 MOD: how about you? 
  sub  lets go of rendering  
02 PRA: yes sir, the design, interior, 
  pra  reaches for rendering and picks it up 
03 PRA: everything looks pretty good. 
04   and this is exactly what we had in mind. 
05   >I mean,<  something, 
06   (.) a vehicle in between, 
07   (1.3) I mean, as per utility and the cost, 
08   in between a bike and a car. 
09   (0.8) and, 
10   (1.7) I would say, (.) this is just that. 
  pra                                     lets go of rendering 
11 PRA: (2.2) this is what we imagined. 
  rao  reaches for rendering 
12 PRA: the design is actually, .hh  >I mean,< 
  rao  withdraws hands from rendering 
13 PRA: (2.8) this is much better than what we 
14   imagined. (.) at least the looks. 
15 RAO: °yes sir.° 
16   (2.0) 
  rao  reaches for rendering 
17 MOD: how about you. 
18 RAO: actually it is very: weh:::, attractive sir. 
19   in design-wise? 
Transcript 2: User participants circulate the rendering as they assess 
the vehicle concept. 
Similarly, as Pratap releases his grasp of the rendering 
and summarises his assessment, Rao prepares for taking 
a turn by reaching for the sheet of paper (Transcript 2, 
lines 10–11). Pratap, however, continues to talk and 
hold his hands on top of the document, and Rao 
withdraws his hands back to his sides (Transcript 2, line 
12). The rendering and the opportunity to assess it are 
passed on successfully a moment later from Pratap to 
Rao, with an additional prompt by the moderator 
(Transcript 2, lines 13–19; Figure 5). 
 
Figure 5: Rao picks up the rendering. 
In this fragment and within this activity, then, taking 
turns at talking is governed by the handling of the 
rendering: the participant who has a hold of the 
document gets to talk about it (see Day and Sharma 
2012; see also Mortensen and Lundsgaard 2011). 
Moreover, in holding and moving the sheet of paper as 
well as pointing to and touching various elements in the 
images on it, the participants establish the document as 
a shared visual basis for their assessments and maintain 
their joint orientation to both the rendering and the 
activity. 
FAVOURABLE FOCUS ON APPEARANCE 
While taking their turns at assessing the rendering, all 
three user participants refer to its appearance in a 
positive light. Pratap and Rao, who respond to the 
moderator’s general prompt how about you, in effect 
begin with overall assessments that seem to target the 
way in which the vehicle concept is presented to them: 
Pratap with yes sir, the design, interior, everything looks 
pretty good. (Transcript 2, lines 2–3) and Rao with 
actually it is very: weh:::, attractive sir. (Transcript 3, 
line 2). 
01 MOD: how about you. 
02 RAO: actually it is very: weh:::, attractive sir. 
03   in design-wise? 
04   because: it is in between a car and uh: 
05   (.) bike. so::, it is good sir. 
06   but we- actually we thought that in some 
07   of the other< 
08   some:: extra space for eh:: lu- for luggage, 
09   but it is not required. 
10 MOD: mhm, 
11 RAO: now this: new is good. 
12 MOD: okay. 
Transcript 3: User assesses the rendering in favour of appearance. 
At the start of the round-up, the moderator specifically 
prompts the user participants to compare the vehicle 
concepts now presented to them with the ideas that they 
conveyed to the designers during the first participatory 
session. As the round-up develops, however, the user 
participants constantly move between comparing two 
abstract notions, on the one hand, and assessing the 
rendering, an image that they have at their disposal in 
the present context, on the other hand (see Brouwer and 
ten Bhömer this volume on a prototype as an idea and 
an artefact). In a sense, then, the sketches and 
renderings provide the user participants with a point of 
reference on which to establish their shared 
understanding and evaluation of the vehicle concepts as 
well as with a source of distraction which draws their 
attention to how a particular vehicle concept is 
represented in a rendering. 
Moreover, although the user participants do bring 
forward criticism about the vehicle concept in the final 
round-up, they tend to downplay or dismiss such aspects 
of their contributions. The moot points that are 
mentioned concern elements that have been omitted 
from the rendering and may thus run counter to the 
expectations that the user participants had on the basis 
of the earlier prototyping session. Subhani, for instance, 
presents storage space as the only thing that possibly 
causes concern in the vehicle concept (Transcript 1, line 
8), and the same issue is later taken up by Rao 
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(Transcript 3, lines 6–8). Both in a sense sandwich their 
criticism between positive evaluations of the vehicle 
concept: they begin with an affirmative assessment that 
the vehicle concept meets their ideas to a sufficient 
degree, move on to voice their concerns and then finish 
with another positive assessment or clear dismissal of 
those concerns (I think this is good actually. (than,) this 
is matching., Transcript 1, lines 17–18; and but it is not 
required. now this: new is good., Transcript 3, lines 9 
and 11). Pratap does this balancing slightly differently: 
he provides a highly positive assessment, which he 
finally restricts to appearance only with at least the 
looks (Transcript 2, line 14). 
The positive bias in the user participants’ assessments 
may be established by the way in which the final round-
up is elicited and organised, but it is certainly reinforced 
by each individual’s contribution. The user participants 
may in effect be under a similar constraint as 
conversational participants in casual gifting occasions: 
with an obligation to provide a positive assessment of a 
gift that they have just been presented with (Robles 
2012). However, whereas the positively appraised 
appearances may now be considered as satisfactory and 
in no need of further development, the few features that 
are negatively assessed about this ‘mutable object’, a 
vehicle concept that is being developed, are likely to be 
taken up as proposals for further development and 
improvement (Fasulo and Monzoni 2009).  
DISCUSSION 
We have examined the last couple of minutes of a 
concept validation session where a group of potential 
user participants draws on sketches and renderings of 
three-wheeled vehicles (i.e. images on sheets of paper) 
to convey how, in their view, the designers have 
succeeded in turning the user participants' ideas into 
vehicle concepts. In working towards establishing and 
maintaining a common user participants' perspective on 
the vehicle concepts, the user participants assess the 
appearances of one rendering in particular. There are 
certain aspects to the interactional moment that 
construct and support this: the fact that the final round-
up is organised as an elicited round of assessments and 
that the participants have a shared visual basis on which 
to build their assessments may prompt the user 
participants to deliver their contributions in a way that 
clearly, and favourably, focuses on appearance over 
possible functional features of the vehicle concept. 
Sandwiched between those favourable assessments lie 
the more critical comments that are now treated as 
unimportant by the user participants but that may 
provide interesting food for thought for the designers. 
As another perspective, the focus on assessing 
appearances may be attributed to the selection of a 
medium for a concept validation session. More realistic 
mediums like scaled-down models or mock-ups may 
work better. Model making, however, is expensive and 
time-consuming in the earlier part of the design process 
in comparison with sketches. So, if sketches are to be 
the medium, the researcher needs to play an important 
role in briefing the designers regarding the potential 
interpretation of the sketches while selecting the most 
appropriate sketch in a validation session. 
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ABSTRACT 
Within this paper a description is given upon the 
reflection and lessons learned from a case study 
workshop. The workshop focused on the 
perspective of the user within a Product Service 
System (PSS) design process. This workshop was 
part of a series of workshops within the Grey but 
Mobile project, funded by the Creative Industry 
Scientific Programme (CRISP). Within the paper a 
series of activities with related tools are proposed 
and analyzed in a case study. The tools are a 
combination of 3 methods (vision canvas, 
storybooks and question cards). These methods 
were used in a workshop setting to support elderly 
in the process of envisioning, presenting and 
reflection upon PSS proposals.  
1. INTRODUCTION 
Creating Product Service Systems (PSS) in societal 
context has become increasingly challenging (Morreli, 
2002). Companies cannot just rely on advanced 
technologies or incremental innovations; they need to 
work together in collaborative networks. Collaboration 
is indispensible in order to gain a profound and holistic 
understanding of societal challenges. Within a design-
driven approach it is equally important to explore ideas, 
dreams, and insights of the people who will be served 
through design when developing Product Service 
Systems. (Sanders & Stappers, 2012)  
In the past, traditional user research methods such as 
surveys and questionnaires were often used to collect 
information of end user needs. However these methods 
have become insufficient for PSS development. This is 
because end users do not have a frame of reference to 
answer related questions until they experience the PSS 
themselves (Verganti, 2009).  
This paper reports a study from a national project on 
designing mobility PSS solutions for elderly citizens, 
funded by the Creative Industry Scientific Programme 
(CRISP) as part of the Grey but Mobile project. 
(CRISP, 2010). Within this study, a collaborative 
network of stakeholders from public and private sectors 
were involved in a design-driven workshop to develop 
PSS proposals. As a follow up to that workshop, a 
workshop with end-users (elderly citizens) was 
performed. To encourage the participation of elderly in 
the PSS development process different tools and 
methods need to be used. This paper discusses how 
generative design methods and reflection on design-
driven PSS proposals can be combined to present PSS 
proposals to elderly for inspiration, need finding and 
evaluation.  
2. METHOD AND APPROACHES 
Within this study we considered the use of generative 
tools (vision canvas) in combination with reflection 
tools (storybooks and question cards). This combination 
offers the elderly participants a frame of reference based 
on their personal ideals to rely on when reflecting on 
PSS proposals. Generally speaking two types of 
methods can be distinguished: (1) methods that focus on 
framing for reflection and (2) methods that focus on 
presenting and communicating ideas and concepts.  
59Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed ParticipationParticipatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
2.1. FRAMING FOR REFLECTION 
Sanders (2006) analysed a shift towards the relevance 
for user input within the design process, and users desire 
to have “a creative experience…to express their dreams 
and aspirations”. With a participatory mindset, design 
researchers see people as experts of their own 
experience (Sleeswijk Visser et al, 2005). With this 
mindset, generative tools have emerged that “offer a 
way to explore the ideas, dreams, and insights of people 
who will be served through design”. Since we were 
interested in the reflection of users on PSS proposals, 
but the challenge was to offer a frame of reference for 
their experience, we used vision canvases as a 
generative tool to first uncover the ideas, dreams and 
insights of the users. Then when faced with PSS 
proposals, the participants reflect with their own ideals 
as a frame.  
2.2. PRESENTING AND COMMUNICATING IDEAS 
Methods to present ideas can be divided into abstract 
and real level of presentation and communication 
(Diana, 2009). Since Product Service Systems are 
already quite complex, when discussing them with 
elderly, we consider a more real level of expression, or 
communication as more appropriate. A way to reach 
this level of communication is through storybooks. 
Storybooks are inspired upon the storyboards method; 
however storyboards are commonly used to provide a 
visual narrative that generates empathy and 
communicates the context in which a technology or 
form function can be used. (Martin & Hanington, 2012) 
This is not sufficient for a Product Service System. 
Therefore storybooks can be used in which the product 
and service are combined into one visual representation, 
which only shows a part of this complete system from 
the user’s point of view towards the users. The 
combination of these methods was explored upon within 
a case study. 
3. CASE STUDY 
Prior to the case study the collaborative network created 
three design-driven PSS proposals in earlier workshops. 
In the case study, a workshop was set up to reflect upon 
these concepts with the target group (elderly citizens). A 
workshop was organized in which a total of 6 elderly (2 
female and 4 male) participated. This group consisted of 
elderly who could relate to their own experience as well 
as elderly who were part of the Katholieke Bond 
Ouderen werkgroup verkeer en veiligheid (Catholic 
Union Elderly department mobility and road safety). 
The duration of the workshop was three and a half 
hours. 
3.1. GENERATIVE TOOL SET-UP 
A toolkit containing ‘vision canvas’, ‘storybooks’, and 
‘question cards’ were developed to support this 
workshop (figure 1). 
 
 
Figure 1: Vision canvas, Storybook and Question cards 
3.1.1. Vision canvases 
By means of vision canvases the elderly were 
encouraged to create and explore their personal ideas, 
dreams, and insights within a mobility context. Elderly 
were asked how they would like to spend their ideal day 
by imagining they had the body of a 17 year old and the 
mind they have now. This method was used to enable 
the elderly to express themselves which will show their 
needs and expose their aspirations for the future. 
Materials used in the excersises were; magazines, 
scissors, glue sticks and A3 foam boards. 
3.1.2. Storybooks 
In the case study three storybooks were used to support 
elderly in the evaluation of the PSS proposals (Lelie, 
2006). The storybooks were developed based upon PSS 
proposals developed by stakeholders within the 
collaborative network. PSS proposals were developed in 
an earlier workshop of which the goal was to design  
Product Service Systems that focused on care-related 
mobility services for the elderly supporting independent 
living and social connectivity (CRISP, 2010). Within 
the storybooks, the proposals were presented as a 
narrative from the perspective of an elderly 
experiencing the PSS proposal. 
 
3.1.3. Question cards 
The question cards were provided in a set of three, all 
having a different question and colour. On the cards 
post-its were placed, this was done to enable the elderly 
to give more than one answer to the question. The 
questions that were on the cards were the following: 
 
- Wat zijn de voordelen van het concept voor u? 
What are the advantages of the concept for 
you? 
- Hoe zou het concept moeten veranderen om 
het voor u van toepassing te maken?  
How should the concept change to be 
applicable for you? 
- Hoe zou het concept uw leven veranderen? 
How would the concept change your life? 
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3.2. WORKSHOP SET UP 
Step 1 (Envision) By means of vision canvases, elderly 
were encouraged to create and share their personal 
visions on mobility and how they would like to spend 
their ideal day without any mobility related problems.  
Step 2 (Presenting) At this stage the PSS proposals were 
presented to the elderly using storybooks. Finally Step 3 
(Reflection) The group of elderly reflected upon the 
PSS proposals in three groups’ one group per proposal. 
This was supported by means of a facilitator, question 
cards and storybooks. More elaborate description of 
each of the steps is described below.  
3.2.1. STEP 1 (ENVISION) 
At the beginning of the exercise it was made explicit 
that the elderly would have to create a general image of 
how their ideal day would look like. They were asked to 
imagine they have the ability to go everywhere they 
wanted, without any restrictions such as money. The 
scenario was open for the participant to define how their 
perfect day would look like. The participants were 
asked to work on their board for 30 minutes.  
 
The exercise was introduced by a day dream story:  
‘You get up in the morning, at 7 o’clock when the alarm 
rings; you start to prepare your breakfast. Get dressed, 
brush your teeth. You feel super energized like a 17 year 
old, you have the body of a 17 year old and the mind 
that you have now. You have all day in front of you what 
would you do, how your ideal day would look like….?’
After making the vision boards elderly were invited to 
share them by means of a small explanation of the story 
behind the boards, for 2 minutes per participant.  
3.2.2. STEP 2 (PRESENTING) 
The proposals that were presented were 1.) The Social 
Information Board, 2.) Connecting the Neighbourhood 
and 3.) Public Transportation Etiquette Training 
Program.  
3.2.2.1. Social Innovation Board 
The Social Innovation Board is a PSS proposal that 
focuses on enabling elderly to gain access to 
information and make new social connections. In the 
storybook a representation is given of a digital 
information board that is placed on public location in a 
small neighbourhood. On these boards’ elderly can 
place activities that they would like to invite people to 
join, as well as ask questions and make posts for lost 
items.   
 
3.2.2.2. Connecting the Neighbourhood 
The goal of this proposal is to connect elderly who live 
in the same neighbourhood, by means of a mobility 
service. The focus lays on connecting people, who live 
close to one another, with one another, which provides 
the elderly with an opportunity to extend their network.  
 
3.2.2.3. Public Transportation Etiquette Training 
Program 
This proposal focuses on training and motivating young 
people to give up their seat to elderly on the bus, which 
enables elderly to take a seat when using the bus. 
Incentives are given to the young people by means of a 
vibrating chair or a free public transportation card. 
3.2.3. STEP 3 (REFLECTION)  
After the PSS proposals were presented, they were 
reflected upon in three rounds of ten minutes per 
concept. The elderly were paired and divided into three 
groups (one group per concept).  
For the reflection activity the question cards and a 
unique coloured pen were provided to the elderly as 
well as the storybooks of the concepts. The reflection 
activity was facilitated by 3 facilitators (1 facilitator per  
proposal), there were two researchers from Design 
Academy and one from the Eindhoven University of 
Technology; all were female with the skill of 
empathising with, and evolving people in the group. The 
task of the facilitator was to keep the conversation going 
and encourage the elderly to write their answers on the 
question cards.  
4. RESULTS 
The results are twofold there are results related to the 
generative vision canvases and to the reflection activity 
in the workshop.  
4.1 TOOLS 
The tools that were used were vision canvas, storybook 
and question cards.  
 
4.1.1. Vision canvas 
The results of the vision canvas showed three 
reoccurring themes in the ideal life of the elderly which 
are: Activities, Meals and Partners/companionship. 
Those results were based upon the stories told by the 
elderly who revealed true sentiments and the motivation 
of the elderly to be mobile. 
 
4.1.1.1. Activities 
Most participants described a series of activities that 
they would like to undertake during one day. Nature and 
being outside played a role in terms of location, where 
people would undertake their activities. Also some 
people took into account their level of energy, during 
the day in their description of the activities. 
 
4.1.1.2. Meals 
For most participants good food was also part of their 
perfect day. It either being prepared by themselves or by 
others in case their skills were not up to standard for the 
desired dish of that day. 
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4.1.1.3 Partners/ companionship 
Participants who still had a life partner (husband or 
wife) indicated that they would be present on their 
dream day. People, who didn’t have a partner, didn’t 
mention a special person. 
 
4.1.2. Storybook 
By designing the storyboards in booklets, details of a 
proposal can be discussed by displaying scene by scene. 
While still being able to understand and comprehend 
what is presented.  
 
4.1.3. Question cards 
The question cards supported the elderly in giving and 
documenting their comments on the PSS proposals.  
4.2. WORKSHOP 
The workshop process of envisioning, presenting and 
reflecting was used for need finding, inspiration and 
evaluation. This process supported the elderly in doing 
so and the designers in collecting information. However 
there was only a limited connection between the vision 
canvas exercise and the presentation of the PSS 
proposals. This was limited to the role of the vision 
board activity giving the elderly participants the 
opportunity to define for themselves what it is what they 
want, or dream, through a mobility lens. This 
connection could have been stronger to bridge the two 
parts of the workshop.  
 
The evaluation part was supported by storybooks and 
question cards. However the facilitator needed to keep 
the sessions going, showing that this tool cannot be used 
without facilitation. The cards supported the elderly in 
providing feedback. Whereas the storybook gave a 
representation of the PSS proposals, by representing 
parts at different pages the elderly could give feedback 
on the overall proposal as well as on details of the 
proposals.  
5. CONCLUSION 
The toolkit supported the elderly their ideas, dreams and 
insights, as well as reflecting on the proposed PSS 
proposals.  
 
Vision canvases: supported the process of need finding 
and inspiring the designers by enabling the elderly to 
tell what they would like to do if they still had the body 
of a seventeen year old and the mind they have now. It 
also worked as an ice breaker for the workshop, getting 
to know the participants on a more personal level.  
Storybook: to present and communicate PSS proposals 
designed by the collaborative network to elderly. The 
books also supported the elderly in giving comments 
upon the presented proposals.  
Question cards: enabled elderly to give feedback on the 
PSS proposals. It supported elderly in how the concepts 
would influence their life and inspired designers on how 
the concepts should be changed to be more meaningful 
for elderly.  
The connection that was made between creating the 
vision canvas and the storybooks could have been more 
focussed on a more specified topic. This might help the 
elderly to stay on topic. Further studies can be done to 
improve upon the connections between the different 
elements this will strengthen the generative tools as well 
as the workshop set up.  
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ABSTRACT 
Cognitive Psychologists have shown that children 
find it difficult to conceptualize ideas that are 
abstract in nature (Gelderblom, 2009).  Design 
problems at the beginning of a development 
process require ‘blue skies’ thinking about new 
artefacts whose form cannot be pre-defined and 
therefore may appear intangible to a child. Here we 
explore an approach that draws on the qualities of 
character designs created by children to help the 
young user articulate their opinion more easily and 
rapidly without the complexities of working with 
the design concept. The attributes of the creations, 
alongside a discussion of these properties with the 
children have been shown through this work to 
help identify key issues with fewer constraints. The 
designed artefacts are analysed alongside a 
framework of Emotional Needs for the age group. 
Experimentation with industrial partners Candy 
Labs Games development (Knowles-Lee, 2012) 
shows that these methods can provide a way to 
break the ice with children and get their view for 
commercial use. Children have been noted to 
express themselves emotionally using the 
Characters as agents for their experiences. 
INTRODUCTION 
The work of Alison Druin (1999) and many others 
illustrates the significance of including children in a 
design process at all stages. As an adult it is almost 
impossible to second-guess the preferences of an 8-12 
year old child. (Naranjo-Bock 2011) However, 
gathering useful information during a Participatory 
Design process for innovation can be more difficult than 
for adults.  Not only do adults have different needs, 
behaviours and motivations than young people, they 
also communicate in a different fashion. Not only is it, 
therefore, a complex task to gather appropriate 
information and design criteria, the difference in 
perception and culture between children and adults can 
lead to difficulties in interpretation during the process.  
According to Mazzone et al. (2010) “Children’s ideas 
should be harvested appropriately when designing for 
them since they observe and perceive things differently 
compared to adults”. 
Traditional participatory methods therefore need to be 
modified in order to compensate for typical differences 
in cognitive development in order to gain useful results. 
However, Obrist et al (2011) stated that there is still a 
profound lack of knowledge of how to involve children 
in the different phases of a product development, in 
particular the early conceptualization and evaluation. 
BRIDGING THE CONCEPTUAL GAP 
Activities that involve defining a design outcome may 
not be tangible or understandable to a child 
(Gelderblom, 2009). It was therefore considered 
relevant to experiment with methods that would avoid 
the constraints of the design problem directly and 
perhaps instead represent it metaphorically. Ideally the 
method would allow children to include their own 
personality or even suggest the personality of the 
interface.   
Storytelling and storyboarding, creating comic strips 
and so on have been used as co-design methods to 
enable both adults and children to communicate in an 
accessible form (Ryokai, 2012) However the methods 
are usually used to access information about the user as 
the narrator and to encourage them to tell their own 
story or to offer an opinion on a matter of concern.  
Characters and stories both represent a familiar subject 
area for both adult and child. Characters are practically 
an everyday part of a child’s life, they have affection for 
them and they are frequently used by Counsellors to 
gain information from children sympathetically. The 
question was, if the brief for the creature design can be 
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made relevant to the context could a discussion around 
their qualities help identify appropriate design directions 
and understand more about the child?  
2. Efficiency as a driver for new methods. 
To ensure that sufficient understanding is gained, 
academic researchers can spend considerable time with 
children working on a product or interface (Druin, 
1998). For example, it was concluded by Druin that 
children are capable design partners but this was 
established through regular contact over a period of 
months using a variety of participatory methods.  
Previous work by the primary author has included a 
research project for a Knowledge Transfer Partnership, 
working with an innovations company, PDD Ltd.; the 
aim was to try and include user participation methods 
within a design process appropriate to a fast moving 
commercial environment (Grundy, 2001). Though 
including the perspective of the potential buyer or user 
for a product was seen to be of high importance, 
significant time constraints dominated the duration of 
direct contact with the subject.  
 
Figure 1: Typical Character Designs that provoked discussion around 
a diabetic product. 
Earlier experiments with student projects at the 
University of Brighton and Sussex, suggested that using 
character design activities had potential.  The children 
were highly engaged during the character development 
process and the resulting forms and their descriptions 
provided useful clues about the children’s feelings and 
preferences for the design situation. One student was 
designing a diabetic product that would require children 
to undergo potentially stressful blood testing. The use of 
characters allowed the child to talk about the character 
they had designed going through the potentially 
stressful test rather than thinking about the event from a 
more personal perspective. This suggested that use of 
these methods for sensitive subject areas like medical 
design could be a more ethical approach (Grundy, 
2012). The method appeared to facilitate ‘agency’ 
between the child and the designer. It avoided the need 
for direct questioning about the child’s life or feelings, 
which some find awkward.  Older boys especially 
appear to avoid talking about feelings and voicing 
opinions, character design potentially provides a talking 
point and diverts attention from self-conscious 
individuals. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
PARTICIPATORY DESIGN CATEGORIES 
Some time ago, Sanders ordered research methods into 
categories by what people ‘Say’, ‘Do’ and ‘Make’. 
(Sanders, 2001)  
Say – What people say about themselves and their lives. 
This defines (usually more traditional) tools based on 
verbally probing people about what they think and how 
they feel. Typical methods are focus groups, interviews, 
and questionnaires.   
Do – covers observational techniques. This method of 
understanding people is more strongly based on 
anthropological principles and is often referred to as 
ethnography.  Studying what people do allows one to 
see behaviours that the person may not be aware of or 
be able to articulate.  
Make – describes projective and participatory creative 
techniques. These tools, according to Sanders, are 
focused on people expressing their thoughts, feelings 
and dreams.  
Sanders argued that it is insufficient to listen to what 
people say about their lives and that watching what they 
do and also including them creatively will reveal a fuller 
picture and allow triangulation of information.   
These categories provide a useful starting point as they 
are simple to understand.  However, some argue that 
‘Say’ tools are frequently not useful for children due to 
their reliance on verbal and language skills. ‘Do’ 
observations have also been described as open to 
misinterpretation when dealing with children, because 
adults watching children may misunderstand their 
actions. Make is frequently sited as being most 
appropriate for children and yet without the other 
categories may be insufficient.  The character design 
activity typifies the ‘Make’ style of participation.  
However discussing the aesthetic qualities of children’s 
characters relates to the ‘Say’ style of method without 
the pupil having to refer to themselves as individuals. 
The character acts as a prop, metaphor or agent for the 
discussion.  
A more complete literature review describing a range of 
existing methods has been carried out, but there is 
insufficient space to include the full version here.  
CHARACTER DESIGN 
The reasons for selecting Character Designing for the 
activities are discussed with references below.  
CHARACTERS ARE FUN 
Mazzone et al (2010) alongside Markopoulos et al ( 
2008) have found that fun is an important issue when 
dealing with children. Character design is an activity 
that children are familiar with, through story creation 
and other typical classroom activity and one that they 
appear to enjoy and find easy and tangible.  
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ATTACHMENT TO CHARACTERS 
Children love Characters, according to many successful 
toy designers and film-makers (Del Vechio 1997). Some 
psychologists suggest that affection for characters is a 
natural part of the separation process, allowing children 
to focus elsewhere in their relationships, beyond the 
parent bond and be more independent. This could 
explain children’s excitement over Dora the explorer 
and Thomas the Tank Engine, besides their apparently 
likeable qualities.   
CHARACTERS HAVE PERSONALITIES  
Characters are a useful conduit for discussion because 
they can have personalities, behaviours, emotions, 
feelings; likes and dislikes just like their human or 
animal equivalents. The co-design work done by others, 
previously described, includes the use of ‘make’ tool 
kits, which are usually random elements put together to 
allow easy creation of simulated objects without 
dictating the results. It appears from the work of some 
researchers that the actual designed outcomes are less 
significant than the expression of thoughts and feelings 
during the co-design process. If activity helps to 
generate a discussion between participants of different 
ages then perhaps a character design task could be 
helpful.   
CHARACTERS AS MEDIATORS FOR EMOTION 
Psychologists, working with traumatized children, 
sometimes use an inanimate object like a teddy bear or a 
doll to allow the child to communicate about upsetting 
events in a non-verbal way. The object, in one sense, 
acts a prop, to help where language may be limited. The 
third party character also helps in an emotional sense as 
the child is talking about events that happen to the teddy 
or the doll, which may make it easier to open up and 
talk about the problem. The character design activity for 
this project helps with dialogue; it may also make it less 
traumatic to consider the more sensitive areas for 
designing like blood sampling.  
EMOTIONAL NEEDS 
Del Vechio defined key emotional needs for children, 
which were subsequently used for analysing the data 
(Del Vechio, 1997).  For example, a typical 
consideration for children is their need for control; most 
younger people do not have as much direction over their 
lives as adults this can be a strong motivation. In turn, 
this can manifest in enjoying games and activities that 
allow increased choice.  For boys in particular the need 
can also manifest in wanting to appear powerful and 
thus they enjoy games where they overcome adversity 
or the forces of evil.  
These requirements and how they manifest in games 
preferences will be explored later in the results section.  
 
Figure 2: Diagram for Emotional Needs. 
DATA AND METHODS 
The brief for the company investigation was to find out 
children’s preferences for a computer game intended to 
provide fun and also teach them about history. The 
theme was similar to the ‘Horrible Histories’ style of 
introducing facts in an amusing and easily assimilated 
way. The lead academic and four Candy Labs company 
members visited a class of 30 school children to conduct 
character design experiments based on this idea. On the 
first occasion school pupils aged between 8 and 9 (from, 
St Andrews Primary in Hove) were asked to create or 
choose Characters that represented a period in history, 
describe their personality and create an associated 
storyboard to illustrate their behaviour and activities. On 
the second occasion, the children were asked to design a 
game involving history as a comparison, then asked to 
create characters and stories. The group was divided 
into groups of 6 children per investigator and allowed to 
work in ‘friendship pairs’. Each group was given a set 
of cards offering a set of inspiring objects, environments 
and props to jog creative thinking.  
 
Figure 3: Characters presented for both experiments.  
The information gathered from the children included 
their drawings, video observations about the events and 
notes made by the adult participants.   
After the event, the results were evaluated alongside 
descriptions of established key emotional needs 
expressed in a graphical format. A typical board is 
shown in Figure 3. The data was analyzed to see if any 
conclusions could be triangulated about design features 
and how they might meet these needs.  
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Each member of the design team was interviewed at a 
later date and their impressions of the experiment used 
in the evaluation of the activity against the criteria 
described next. The children were also asked as a cohort 
if they had enjoyed the activity and observation of their 
level of engagement undertaken throughout.   
EVALUATION OF DATA  
Mazzone et al (2008) worked on the use of participatory 
design methods to create a mobile music app with 
children. Over a series of three sessions they worked on 
general considerations about running design sessions 
with children for design contexts. The primary 
evaluation criteria for their process were: 
• The capability of the design methods employed 
in the activity to produce useful results for 
design.  
• Is the design method suitable to engage and 
involve children as active participants?  
Suitability: verbal and cognitive, social skills, 
need to be considered thoroughly as these are a 
limiting factors on the success. 
• The understanding gained about the user group 
during the process. 
For this project, bearing in mind the rationale for the 
approach, it was concluded that methods should be 
evaluated against these criteria as follows:  
1. Use for Design: the volume/quality of 
information relevant to the design problem,  
2. Efficiency in terms of overall time spent 
against Usefulness. 
3. Suitability: was the activity understood, were 
they able to carry out the activity? 
4. Engagement, did the children enjoy doing the 
work and did they continue to remain engaged 
during the process. 
5. Identify: The volume/quality of information 
gathered about the children general lifestyle 
and preferences for the game.  
The evaluation would be considered from the interview 
responses from the game design team and observations 
of the pupils’ attitude and work. 
RESULTS 
Point 1: All members of the Candy Lab game 
development team mentioned that this was a useful 
experience and that it had put them in mind of the 
children’s way of thinking.  Useful ideas had arisen 
from both sessions with the children. Even when the 
ideas were not entirely credible or usable there were 
also occasions where children’s thinking stimulated 
ideas in the listener. For example: In Figure 4, pupils 
suggested that characters could be seen rising out of 
gravestones as a potential starting menu with dates and 
information on them to educate about a given character. 
The illustration shows the Candy Labs graphical 
interpretation of the idea.  
 
Figure 4: Characters with gravestones. 
Figure 5 also shows a map for navigating the game and 
an idea for moving around using a trebuchet that were 
also explored. 
  
Figure 5: Map and Trebuchet. 
On the whole it was also agreed that it was a useful way 
to interact with the children and get a general feel for 
their level of understanding, preferences and behaviour. 
The activity was therefore a relatively efficient way to 
gain insight in the very brief time spent in school (a 
total of 1 hour on the creative activity). 
Point 3: The character design activity proved to be more 
understandable than the version where children were 
asked to produce a game.  Four of the design team 
independently commented that it was easier for the 
children to engage with the more simplified version of 
the brief.  For the game design some children designed 
the interface, some the start screen, some game fights 
and so on, they clearly all had a different definition of a 
game.  They were also, in some cases, inclined to copy 
existing games or apps. Thus for the character design 
activity more time was spent on the more creative and 
valuable part of the brainstorming than for the game 
creation brief. 
 
Figure 6: A menu system and health monitor typical of games.  
Point 4: All members of the team noted that the children 
appeared to be fully engaged in the character design 
activity and were quick to start the process. For the 
game version, they were a lot more hesitant and 
appeared less certain initially as to what was expected. 
However they did engage once they had started the 
process and appeared to enjoy it as much as previously. 
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In general enthusiasm for both activities was high, 
according to the teacher and the observed excitement by 
all. An important issue here was that in some cases for 
the ‘game design activity’ vs the ‘character design’ a lot 
of time was wasted on getting excited about existing 
games. As time is of the essence the character design 
activity is considered again preferable.  
Point 5: Some common themes about the children and 
their lifestyle, preferences and emotional needs emerged 
during the experiment.  Many children, perhaps 
predictably, were interested in feeding their character, 
see Figure 7. 
 
Figure 7: Feeding characters. 
One of the stories was for a Boudicca character (Figure 
8) and her chosen behaviours mirrored those of her 
creator when discussed more closely. This indicates the 
potential for the character acting as an agent for 
discussing the preferences of the individual.  
 
Figure 8: Boudicca character with her chosen behaviours and lifestyle. 
Other common emotional themes were the need to feel 
protected, indicated by their characters having cloaking 
devices or disguises or fierce pets.  
  
Figure 9: Protective Pets and Disguises. 
The emotional needs discussed by Del Vechio, for 
‘power’ were indicated through a variety of ‘special 
powers’ that were either a part of their character or were 
earned by gathering particular objects. The children also 
introduced magic potions to elicit these powers (Figure 
10) 
 
Figure 10: Special Powers. 
The control issues (also mentioned in the earlier section 
on Emotional Needs) introduce a preference to feel 
powerful and to overcome adversity or conquer evil. 
These may account for many of the children’s ideas and 
examples are shown in Figure 11.  
  
Figure 11: Power to overcome evil and other adversaries. 
Children also like to demonstrate their knowledge as 
Del Vechio shows and this also makes them feel 
powerful. (Figure 12) 
 
Figure 12: Showing off knowledge.  
The control instinct might also be illustrated where the 
player gets to choose between objects or make decisions 
in the game; some of these were illustrated through the 
children’s drawings, with choosing their weapons, pets, 
friends or the land they go to.  An example is shown in 
Figure 13.  
 
Figure 13: Getting to choose their weapon. 
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Children also show the emotional need to socialize or 
compete, depending on the scenario.  
 
Figure 14: Cooperative and social play with friends. 
DISCUSSION 
Thus it was discovered that the character design activity 
was clearer and easier to comprehend than the game 
design concept as theorized. The feedback from the 
games company indicates that the character design 
method used can provide a useful way to gain insight 
into the preferences of the child for a chosen context. 
An unpredicted aspect of the experiment was that some 
of the designers also actually preferred the character 
design activity because they felt more confident in 
explaining it.  The simplicity of the task seemed to put 
the team at ease on the first occasion.  
The game designers were left with a much clearer 
picture of the child’s developmental stage and how 
better to design the game for them. Because the activity 
is understandable and also engaging for the children, 
blogs that allow later submissions and descriptions from 
the children could also become possible. Although 
pupils appear to be randomly creating characters and 
their behaviours, it was clear that common themes for 
preferences and emotional needs became visible when 
results are compared from 30 different children.  
This will be the subject of further experimentation. 
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ABSTRACT 
Participatory processes of innovation occur in 
moments of conflict and reconciliation across 
stakeholders’ voices. As such, participating in 
these processes presumes that stakeholders have an 
awareness of the products and identity of the 
‘stakes’ they represent – and that they are able to 
articulate these. In this paper I present how critical 
artefacts can be directed at stakeholders from 
industry, as a tool to support and provoke 
articulated reflections on organizational identity 
and products. Based on experiences from a project 
that brought together five industrial organizations 
that all delivered indoor climate related products or 
services, I propose that critical artefacts benefit 
articulated introspections on organizational 
products and identity when these artefacts are 
technically feasible yet not in accordance to core 
company principles or norms.  
INTRODUCTION 
Central to processes of participatory innovation is to 
generate knowledge about users/customers in a format 
that inspires company employees to reflect on product, 
producer role and company identity (Buur and 
Matthews 2008). Reflection on products, producer role 
and company identity firstly requires a company 
employee to be aware of what his or her organization 
stands for, and secondly asks the employee to articulate 
this to other participants in a development project. This 
can be a challenge, as an organizational identity with its 
corresponding values and beliefs are often hidden or 
unarticulated in daily organizational practice (Schein 
1985, Kotter 1992).  Interaction designers who are 
engaged in the facilitation of processes of participatory 
innovation can play a key role in supporting 
organizational introspection, as they can shape the 
‘format’ that should inspire reflection – the ‘format’ that 
is often decisive for ways in which reflection is 
provoked (e.g. Boer 2012, Clark 2007). To do this, 
interaction designers can build on practices of, the non-
commercial, Critical Design, as this is ‘design that asks 
carefully crafted questions and makes us think. [...] Its 
purpose is not to present the dreams of industry [but to] 
stimulate discussion and debate amongst designers, 
industry, and the public’ (Dunne and Raby, 2001). 
Critical design practitioners use speculative design 
proposals to challenge assumptions and preconceptions 
about the role products play in everyday life – and 
typically aim to address broader social or cultural 
phenomena through these products. It is slightly 
paradoxical to employ techniques from critical design 
instrumentally to engage commercial organizations, as it 
originated from a critique on consumer society with its 
corresponding capitalist values. However, this paper 
presents how conceptual artefacts that are inspired by 
critical design can be employed by interaction designers 
as a tool to support and provoke reflections of an 
industrial organizations’ identity and products during 
processes of participatory innovation.  
In participatory innovation, organizational introspection 
is typically triggered by actionable representations of 
user knowledge (e.g. Jaffari et al. 2011, Boer and 
Donovan 2012). In contrast, this paper explores how a 
company’s own core values and beliefs can inspire the 
design of critical artefacts to trigger organizational 
introspection. The critical artefacts then are critical in 
the sense that they deliberately try to present disturbing 
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design proposals that are exaggerating or contradicting 
these organizational values and beliefs.  
The paper starts by reflecting on the role of disturbances 
in organizations, and how these disturbances are linked 
to the capabilities of an organization to innovate. 
Hereafter, I introduce how practices of critical design 
can inspire the development and design of such 
disturbances in the form of conceptual critical artefacts. 
Based on these two bodies of knowledge I formulate 
three design research questions, and describe the indoor 
climate project case in which I investigated them. In 
conclusion I draw relations between design 
characteristics of the critical artefacts and the types of 
provoked introspection, to end with a discussion on the 
facilitation of the critical artefact tool as employed in 
this paper. 
ORGANIZATIONAL DISTURBANCES AND 
CRITICAL DESIGN 
The organizational dilemma that concerns the balance 
between stability and innovation has been long studied. 
Organizations need to be stable to secure employee jobs 
and to maintain company identity, yet organizations also 
need to pursue change to stay relevant in a changing 
world. As a way to empower an organizations’ identity, 
companies typically formulate a vision to outline a 
desired state of the world. This vision is a long term 
view that provides focus and gives direction; clearly 
concentrates on the future and thus promotes change; 
serves as guidance for decisions throughout the 
execution of a strategic plan; and helps employees to 
understand what an organization stands for and what is 
expected of them (Lipton 1996, Raynor 1998). But, to 
stay relevant in a changing world, organizations 
continuously need to make sense of influences from 
outside company boundaries. Organizational sense-
making occurs when members of an organization 
confront events, issues, and actions that are somehow 
surprising or confusing. Innovative organizations have a 
system of sense-making that allow the absorption, 
articulation, combination, and reframing of market and 
technology understandings (Maitliss 2005). It is thus 
important for organizations to on the one hand articulate 
what the company stands for, and on the other hand to 
stay open to disturbances. This especially counts in 
processes of participatory innovation, as such an attitude 
allows project participants to mutually relate to each 
other and negotiate stakes, beliefs, values, and targeted 
products or services for development.  
Design can be instrumentally employed as a tangible 
disturbance to stir reflections about organizational 
issues and to inspire subsequent developments in 
organizations (Junginer 2008, Couglan et al 2007). 
Practices of critical design are particularly interesting 
here, as these encourage concrete experiences with 
artefacts to focus in on how values currently are and 
how they could be different (Dunne and Raby 2001). 
Through the physical manifestation of artefacts, 
reflection on underlying cultural or social assumptions 
is provoked. Critical design is typically shown in the 
showroom (Koskinen et al. 2011), but recent years 
highlighted a move away from the gallery. For example 
in ‘generative design research’, where critical design 
was employed to better understand users and generate 
design directions accordingly: e.g. the critical artefact 
methodology (Bowen 2008), reflective design (Sengers 
2005), and the work on interpretive systems (Gaver 
2009). Further, engagements of industry through 
ethnographically grounded, technically working robust 
artefacts that are inspired by critical design are studied 
(e.g. Boer 2012). A central challenge in engaging 
organizations through such artefacts is it asks company 
employees to have an open attitude towards these 
disturbances.  
OPPORTUNITIES FOR DESIGN RESEARCH 
For interaction designers who are engaged in processes 
of participatory innovation it is helpful to better 
understand how reflections on company products and 
company identity can be provoked through conceptual 
critical artefacts. For facilitators of these processes, it is 
interesting to better understand the relation between the 
openness of the employee towards critical artefacts, and 
the provoked reflections and discussions. The three 
central questions that this paper addresses are then:     
1) How can critical artefacts provoke company 
employees to articulate a reflection on the 
company’s identity?  
2) How can critical artefacts provoke company 
employees to articulate a reflection on the 
company’s products and services?  
3) What is the relation between the ‘openness' of a 
company employee towards a critical artefact and 
the articulated introspection? 
In the following section I present the indoor climate 
project, which is the case study in which these questions 
were studied. 
THE INDOOR CLIMATE PROJECT 
The Indoor Climate and Quality of Life project ran at 
the Sønderborg Participatory Innovation Research 
centre (SPIRE) at the University of Southern Denmark 
from 2009-2012. It brought together researchers from 
two universities and employees from five indoor climate 
related organizations, in order to investigate people’s 
daily experiences of indoor climate and to identify 
opportunities for innovation. As part of student course 
that ran for two weeks at the IT Products Design 
Masters programme of the University of Southern 
Denmark in fall 2010, each of the industrial project 
partners were approached with critical artefacts as tools 
for reflection and articulation of organizational identity 
and products. This introspection aimed to benefit the 
overarching project as it exercised an articulation of the 
company’s self.
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Company Size Mission (derived from website) Company representative 
Roof window 
manufacturer 
Large, around 10.000 
employees worldwide 
‘Leading the development of better 
living environments with daylight and 
fresh air through the roof and to be 
rated as the best in the eyes of our 
customers’ 
Engineer of the indoor climate group 
who studies what the companies’ 
products do to the internal 
environment of a building 
Natural 
ventilation 
producer 
Medium sized, around 
100 employees 
‘Providing excellent and safe indoor 
climates primarily through natural 
ventilation for the benefit of people, 
the environment and productivity’ 
Engineer who is responsible for indoor 
climate calculations for clients, and to 
provides installation recommendations 
accordingly 
Mechanical 
ventilation 
producer 
Medium sized, around 
200 employees 
‘Making people and the environment 
healthier by supplying premium-
quality ventilation and heat pump 
solutions of the future with the lowest 
energy consumption’ 
A member of the new product 
development department, who partly 
supports the sales and production 
departments 
Insulation 
manufacturer 
Large, part of a multi-
national of around 
200.000 employees 
worldwide  
‘Creating efficient thermal and 
acoustical insulation solutions to 
design energy efficient constructions, 
to provide safe comfort for users and 
to help protect the environment’ 
Development manager, who partly 
focuses on technical support 
Building 
consultancy 
Large, around 10.000 
employees (3rd largest 
engineering 
consultancy in 
Europe) 
‘At the heart of the business is the 
sustainability by design principle’ 
A responsible for developing and 
managing Building Commissioning 
Processes (the whole complex of 
technical installations in buildings) 
Table 1: indoor climate project partners, company size, mission, and the representative who participated in the Indoor Climate project
STUDY SETUP 
The course started by familiarizing the class with 
practices of critical design, and evaluating existing work 
to sensitize with the tactics to stir discussion and 
provoke, such as exaggeration of particulars (Gaver 
2002) or embodiment of tensions  (Boer and Donovan 
2012). Hereafter, the class divided up into five teams of 
approximately two students, who each would design 
three critical artefacts for an industrial partner of the 
indoor climate project. Table 1 provides an overview of 
the involved companies and interviewees. Each group 
first studied the company’s complex of products and 
identity; values and beliefs; and mission and vision – 
mainly by studying the company’s website and 
products. This allowed the students to construct an 
understanding of the organizations’ daily practices and 
what the organization stands for. This understanding 
served as inspiration for the design of critical artefacts 
that aimed at provoking reflection or even questioning 
the project partner about what his or her company 
pursues. These critical artefacts were conceptual and as 
such graphically presented, with complementing text to 
highlight the function of the artefacts and the issues it 
addressed. The proposals were sent to the project 
partners, and after 2-3 days the students conducted 
semi-structure interviews of approximately 30 minutes 
through telephone or video conference (Figure 1). The 
interviews were transcribed for later analysis. Prior to 
the design of the artefacts the students were not aware 
of the function of the interviewee within the company.  
For the analysis of the company responses I mapped the 
reactions to each proposal according to two types of 
provoked reflections: reflections on own products or 
services, and reflections on company identity. Also, I 
captured articulations that concerned the attitude or 
openness of the interviewee towards the proposals. This 
material served as a reply to the research questions. 
 
Figure 1: phone interview with the representative of the mechanical 
ventilation producer 
CRITICAL ARTEFACTS AND COMPANY REFLECTIONS 
For each industrial partner three critical artefacts were 
developed. Below follows for each of the participating 
companies one example of a critical artefact and the 
response it provoked. 
Mechanical ventilation producer: Hidden toxic brush  
The hidden toxic brush (Figure 2) is a brush that detects 
and displays harmful toxics that the surfaces of furniture 
and domestic materials emit. It simultaneously sends 
this information to the ventilation system, in order to 
adjust accordingly. The targeted discussion was about 
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what people know and not know about non-sensible yet 
influencing factors on the indoor air quality.  
 
Figure 2: Hidden toxic brush 
The employee initially reacted that such a devise has to 
be quite accurate, and that is should balance costs and 
performance. But mainly, the proposal provoked a 
discussion that ventilation products should approach the 
indoor climate holistically, and not solve issues with 
individual parameters (e.g. ‘Our product is taking care 
of more things than just the toxics’). Just displaying and 
taking care of the toxics in the air might cause 
unnecessary anxieties with people who are not familiar 
with indoor climate issues – and these people might 
then forget about other relevant indoor climate 
parameters. Further, toxics in the air were pointed 
forward as a temporary issue, as the toxics that furniture 
emits usually disappear over time.  
This proposal showed to stir reflections on what the 
products of the mechanical ventilation producer should 
pursue, namely to approach the indoor climate 
holistically and take care of more problem than just the 
toxics in the air.  
Roof window manufacturer: Fake sunlight  
The Fake Sunlight (Figure 3) is a window that can 
simulate a warm and sunny atmosphere, independent of 
the outside weather. The proposal aimed at stirring 
discussions at guaranteeing that the rooftop window 
manufacturer provides daylight at all times – as this is 
mentioned as their core value proposition.  
 
Figure 3: Fake sunlight 
The employee reacted quite offended to this proposal: 
‘no way, we are not delivering fake things at [our 
company]’. Hereafter he indicated that there already is a 
competitor product on the market that simulates 
daylight throughout the day, developed for rooms in 
buildings where it is difficult to have access to daylight. 
These competitor products were challenging to the 
company, as the company was struggling with 
positioning themselves in relation to these products. He 
continued saying that daylight is much more than purely 
the light, it is also about the connection to the outside, 
and the possibility to follow the weather throughout the 
day.  
The proposal clearly provoked a reflection on company 
identity, as the interviewee reacted strong to the word 
‘fake’. Also, the employee reflected on struggles of their 
and the competitors’ products and highlighted some of 
the challenges the company was facing in this respect.  
Natural ventilation producer: Health shelves  
The health shelve (Figure 4) measures multiple CO2 
concentrations in a room, and displays these through 
colour on the side of a shelf to sensitize people with 
spatial differences in air quality. The proposal aimed to 
stir a discussion about the distribution of indoor climate 
in one room, and the influence of this on how people 
position themselves in a room.  
 
Figure 4: Health shelve 
The proposal was regarded ‘a fantastic idea’, because 
air quality was communicated in colour instead of a 
‘boring’ number, and as such could create a better 
understanding of the quality of the indoor climate. In 
particular, such a system could be interesting for homes, 
because people at home might not open the windows 
enough for a good indoor air quality. Homes were 
regarded as a challenging market, because their system 
is firstly very expensive and secondly automated, where 
people at home prefer to be fully in control. Also, the 
windows in houses are not well suited for their system. 
When particularly asked about the differences in indoor 
climate in one room, the employee responded that this 
difference was not really present – the air is mostly 
mixed in one room. The main issue for such a system 
would be that the sensors measure correct, which 
requires multiple expensive sensors. 
The reactions provoked reflections on how their own 
products serve the business market, and not so much the 
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home market. The critical artefact was seen as a way to 
reach this market as well.   
Building consultancy: Restriction  
Restriction (Figure 5) is a mattress that adjust its 
thickness in relation to energy waste – the fewer energy 
building inhabitants waste, the more comfortable the 
mattress. The mattress aimed to address the extent to 
which the organization can influence people about their 
negative energy consumption behaviour. 
 
Figure 5: Restriction 
The employee immediately responded that their 
organization wants to put the customer in the centre, and 
punishment is not really serving the customer: ‘you 
behave like a cocky authority’. However, he liked the 
way of seeing, as the proposal highlighted that it is not 
fashionable to waste energy. It was put forward that the 
mattress could actually reward positive behaviour 
instead – to function better according to sustainable 
behaviour. 
These reflections were showing how the company wants 
to position themselves towards the customer. However, 
the proposal did not stir reflections on how their own 
current services are doing that. 
Insulation manufacturer: Reactive insulation  
Reactive insulation (Figure 6) is insulation that acts 
similar to a living organism, to embody and 
communicate the benefits of the way the human body 
insulates itself. It is equipped with a range of indoor and 
outdoor climate sensors. The idea aimed to provoke 
discussions about an insulation that adapts according to 
the outside environment.  
The employee responded that the way of thinking about 
interactive insulation is right: that the house should 
perform according to weather conditions. But building 
inhabitants might have a hard time to understand this. 
Also, it was pointed out that a breathing building 
construction is actually wrong and not benefiting 
insulation. The hairs coming out of the wall were 
regarded as ‘ugly’. 
 
Figure 6: Reactive insulation 
These reflections mostly concerned the critical artefact 
proposal, and not so much the company identity or own 
product line. 
MAPPING OUT ARTICULATIONS 
Each of the critical artefact proposals was studied for 
how they stirred articulated reflections on the 
company’s products and identity. Figure 7 depicts the 
results of this analysis: the vertical axis concerns 
articulated reflections on own products, and the 
horizontal axis concerns articulated reflections on 
company identity. A critical artefact that is positioned in 
the bottom of the mapping refers to no articulated 
reflections on own products, where a positioning in the 
top of the mapping refers to articulated reflections on 
own products. A critical artefact that is positioned on 
the left side of the mapping refers to no articulated 
reflections on company identity, where a positioning on 
the right side of the mapping does refer to an articulated 
reflection on company identity. 
For participatory innovation then, the conceptual critical 
artefacts that are positioned in the top right area are 
most successful, as they stir reflections on both 
company products as company identity.  
ASSESSING ATTITUDES 
The building consultancy and the rooftop manufacturer 
explicitly highlighted that they valued the critical 
artefacts. The building consultancy admired the amount 
of effort that went into the development of the proposals 
– even taking into consideration the integration of a 
logo. The ‘twisting of reality’ was seen to inspire 
product development and regarded positive to highlight 
particular issues:  ‘that’s what we can use this for [the 
total monitor proposal], we should always be aware that 
we should serve our customers, and not tie them up’. 
The rooftop window manufacturer regarded the critical 
artefacts as positive and a pulse to the future: ‘it is  
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Figure 7: Mapping depicting company reflections to the critical artefacts 
always good to have these small needles in your back 
and say, how about this, and now you have to look on 
that. So all these inputs are very important to always be 
on your toes’. However, the interviewee regarded the 
use of the logos in the critical artefacts as a threat, as the 
company works very hard on preserving the brand – it 
was preferable if the logos would be removed or not 
used at all. Both ventilation manufacturers looked at the 
proposals from a technical point of view. The 
mechanical ventilation producer indicated that ‘this way 
of thinking is very far from what we normally do at [our 
company]’, and that the descriptions would need to have 
a clear purpose and more thoroughly described to be 
understandable. The natural ventilation producer 
generally reflected on the feasibility of the ideas, 
including development time and market potential. He 
also responded that he might not be the right person to 
judge the ideas. The insulation producer was impressed 
by way of ‘thinking bigger’, also because she had been 
working with this kind of thinking for many years 
herself. The proposals could be interesting for 
marketing purposes or to serve as inspiration. 
We can see a link between these attitudes and the types 
of reflections that were provoked by the critical 
artefacts. The rooftop window manufacturer and the 
building consultancy partners both reflected on their 
company’s identity and articulated this; while they 
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explicitly mentioned the value they saw in the 
proposals. Both ventilation producers articulated 
reflections on their own product, while they were 
primarily concerned with technical feasibility or market 
potential. The insulation manufacturer did not reflect on 
own products, but mostly on the company’s identity, 
perhaps because she was used to the abstract way of 
thinking. Even though these couplings between the 
attitude of interviewees towards the critical artefacts and 
type of reflections could be identified, this is not as 
straightforward as it seems: for example, although the 
natural ventilation producer representative assessed the 
ideas from a technical point of view, through these 
reflections she was enabled to address more abstract 
issues that concerned company identity.  
LESSONS FOR DESIGN  
Now, can a link be identified between characteristics of 
the critical artefacts and the type of reflections that were 
provoked by them? For, this, I looked at the similarities 
of the critical artefacts across the different fields in the 
mapping. I could identify that the type of technology 
that was used in the critical artefact, as well as the 
correspondence of the critical artefact with the company 
identity seemed influential on the types of reflections 
that were articulated. Figure 8 depicts these relations. 
For example, the fake sunlight proposal showed to 
provoke both reflections on the rooftop window 
manufacturers’ identity and their products. The critical 
artefact used feasible or probable technology (the 
interviewee even indicated this was something the 
company was already working on), and the critical 
artefact was at tension with the company identity (a 
strong response was provoked by the word ‘fake’). As 
another example, the reactive insulation showed to work 
the opposite. The way of thinking that went into the 
proposals was ‘affirmed’, yet without articulations why, 
and the technology employed was rather improbable. 
Here, no strong reflections on company identity or 
products were provoked by the proposal.  
The health shelve that was directed at the natural 
ventilation manufacturer makes use of technology that 
is probable (as demonstrated in other activities of the 
indoor climate project), and the idea of visualizing 
indoor climate in a more natural way through colour and 
focussing in on the home context was according to what 
the company pursued. The reflections here concerned 
mainly the company’s own products and not so much 
their identity. The mattress on the other hand made use 
of improbable or complex technology, but was at 
tension with company values (‘behaving like a cocky 
authority’). The reflections here concerned mainly the 
company’s identity and not so much their own products 
or services.  
 
Figure 8: mapping depicting relations across critical artefact 
characteristics  
Based on this analysis, the following two sections 
provide guidelines for the design of critical artefacts and 
the reflections that are targeted to be provoked. 
CRITICAL ARTEFACTS SHOULD BE AT TENSION 
WITH COMPANY PRINCIPLES  
By relating qualities of the critical artefacts with 
employees’ articulated reflections on the company’s 
identity, was found that:   
• Articulated reflections on company identity can be 
provoked by the critical artefacts being at tension 
with the company identity 
• Reflections on company identity are not explicitly 
articulated when critical artefacts are in line with 
company identity  
CRITICAL ARTEFACTS SHOULD EMPLOY PROBABLE 
TECHNOLOGY 
By relating qualities of the critical artefacts with 
employees’ articulated reflections on the company’s 
own products or services, was found that:   
• Articulated reflections on company’s products or 
services can be provoked by the critical artefacts 
being technologically feasible or probable – and 
somehow linked to the technology that is currently 
used in the company’s products or services 
• Reflections on own products or services are not 
explicitly articulated when critical artefacts are 
technologically improbable or very complex.  
DISCUSSION 
The findings in this study resemble the idea of value 
fictions, an idea coined in the field of critical design, 
which refers to design proposals that use a familiar form 
language to express an unfamiliar set of values, and as 
such aim to stir reflection on how values currently are 
and how they could be different (Dunne and Raby 
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2001). These value fictions are the opposite of science 
fictions, where an unfamiliar form language is used to 
express a familiar set of values. This is interesting, as 
was found in this study that improbable or complex 
technology in the critical artefacts did not stir reflections 
on company’s own products. Next to this, unfamiliar 
values appeared to provoke reflection on company 
identity, where a familiar value set did not make project 
partners explicitly articulate these. However, the value 
fictions emerging in critical design are typically 
addressing macro-issues pinpointing broader social or 
cultural concerns. In the work presented here, we 
addressed a meso-issue by focussing in on company 
identities. I believe that this is essential in order for 
industrial partners to accept the critical artefacts. Dunne 
and Raby suggested that critical design artefacts benefit 
from being as close to reality as it is in order to not be 
rejected – too ‘weird’ and it will be dismissed as art 
(Dunne and Raby 2007). Industrial ‘reality’ is different 
than gallery ‘reality’: to critically engage industry 
requires interaction designers to focus in on industrial 
realities. 
One major influential aspect that was not highlight in 
this paper is the facilitation of the meeting between 
organization employee and the critical artefact. In this 
study we brought together students and company 
employees, conducted the interviews using telephone 
conference, and did not directly question the 
interviewees about their products and identity. The 
relations between student and employee (who did not 
know each other before the interview), the format of 
conversation, and the type of questions asked all could 
influence the type of reflections that are provoked. For 
example, the interviewee might speak more freely and 
direct to students than to project partners for 
interpersonal reasons, or because the students were not 
locally present. These are very influential factors worth 
studying: what is an appropriate time and context for 
provocations to make participator innovation blossom? 
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ABSTRACT 
In creative development processes, participants 
are often asked to think 'outside the box', using 
the metaphor for encouraging participants to be 
willing to approach problems and everyday 
routines with an open mind, challenge the most 
basic assumptions, listen to others and be 
receptive to doing things differently in order to 
find new ideas and act on them. However, it is 
striking how much the participants orient to 
actually identify 'the box' and strive to 'fit' it. 
Studying video recordings of innovative teams 
interacting, using participatory innovation 
research and conversation analysis, shows four 
categories of team orientations: appropriateness, 
sufficiency, team image and professional quality. 
Teams orient to team stakeholders (e.g. 
colleagues, superiors, users), discuss their 
anticipation of stakeholder perceptions, and 
negotiate solutions for creating an attractive team 
identity. This should not be a surprise since also 
innovative teams will interact in accordance with 
social norms and processes in their given context. 
Such challenges to team abilities to challenge 
basic assumptions should be treated with a 
sensitivity to team interaction processes.  
INTRODUCTION 
With businesses in intense market competition, teams 
and employees are faced with organizational demands 
to be creative, innovative and think ‘out of the box’ 
when fostering new solutions to organizational tasks 
and challenges (Kim and Mauborgne 2005).  
Innovation has been defined as something new 
creating economic value (Schumpeter 1911). It has 
been argued that it is not sufficient to be new and 
original; it should also be relevant (Mednick 1962), 
but what counts as innovation in the sense of 
relevance and value is a difficult question, only to be 
determined by the society (Csíkszentmihályi 1996). It 
has been suggested to distinguish between creativity 
and innovation, by defining something as creative, if it 
is new and valuable, and as innovative, if it is also 
implemented (Amabile 1996). A broader innovation 
concept also treats organizational procedures and 
social interaction as potential objects of (social) 
innovation. This type of innovation has a potentially 
larger effect than radical or incremental innovation 
(Darsø 2001). A more product oriented approach to 
innovation may primarily focus on economic value 
creation, whereas the result of social innovation may 
be more diffucult to identify as a bottom line result, 
but does not mean that this type of innovation may not 
be value creating (Drucker 1985). Compare how 
design creativity later has been defined as the "ability 
or process for developing novel and useful ideas, 
solutions, or products" (Sarkar and Chakrabarti 2011; 
italics by this author). Design and development 
processes may have a wider range of outcomes. 
Being creative, innovative and able to think ‘out of the 
box’ is also considered an attractive social identity for 
employees and teams to embrace (Nielsen et al. 
forthc.). This individual driver is strategically 
interesting for companies and organisations, since 
inner motivation has shown to be the most important 
driver for innovation processes (Amabile 1996). Still, 
many businesses fail to come up with innovative 
solutions (Kim and Mauborgne 2005).  
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A critical, independent and non-conform thinking is 
important for innovation processes (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy 2000), so that shared assumptions may 
be identified and challenged. Still, it is well 
documented that consenting and conforming to group 
norms and habits may suppress creativity (Whitfield 
1975, Rawlinson 1981, Basadur 1994, Schuldberg 
1994). It is well established that strong socialization 
may impede innovative processes (Janis 1971; Cheney 
& Tompkins 1987; Senge 1990). An early study points 
to one possible explanation: Development teams may 
be more concerned with façade maintenance (e.g. 
looking productive) than with solving the problem 
itself (e.g. being productive) (Pepinsky et al. 1966; cf. 
Goffman 1959). Recently, it has been shown that 
creativity may be seen as a social construction 
involving value systems of many stakeholders (Gero 
2011; Gero and Kannengiesser 2009). 
However, we need to study further the creative 
process itself and not just the output of it (Editorial 
board of IJDCI 2013). Studying design creativity and 
innovation in authentic everyday settings has not been 
given as much attention as research via controlled lab 
experiments, since it requires a completely different 
research approach with greater attention to the context 
of the process in the study (Motte, Yannou and 
Bjärnemo 2011; Yannou and Petiot 2011; Cuisinier, 
Vallet, Bertoluci, Attias and Yannou 2012). Little 
attention has been devoted to studying authentic team 
interaction in detail. Therefore, this study will focus 
on details of the interactional subprocesses of the 
development process in order to show how such 
orientation to stakeholders may be interactionally 
constructed. 
DATA AND METHODS 
The study consists of two dataset (A and B), sampled 
by reference to emic categories (Pike 1954) of 'being 
innovative', since etic categories may be problematic 
to apply, especially since value creation may be 
difficult to identify in early stages of a new innovation 
project. In all, four companies chose to participate in 
this research project. The two companies used in this 
substudy responded to a call for ‘the most innovative’, 
showing to perceive themselves as being innovative 
and allowing the researchers to record interaction, 
which they themselves considered to be instances of 
innovation. With a user driven approach, both 
innovation projects may be considered instances of co-
creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2000). 
Names of companies, persons and activities/work 
areas, which may convey or reveal any specific 
identities, have been rendered anonymous.  
A: NGO: Three meetings were recorded in a NGO in 
Copenhagen. The organization set out to develop a 
new brand strategy for the organization. The CEO 
formed a project group, chose a project leader and 
took a first meeting with the project group. After that, 
the group met alone. Their first task was to arrange a 
seminar for all employees in order to engage all 
employees in co-developing a new corporate brand.  
B: Innovation Consortium: One workshop day was 
recorded in a consortium with the institutional aim of 
developing user-driven, personal comfort in the work-
place. The project involved a series of meetings and 
workshops. The recorded data are from day 2 of work-
shop 1. Present at the workshop were a prototype 
within office furniture (not to be disclosed here). In 
order to further develop this prototype, a consortium 
of 8 stakeholders (from a special area of the building 
industry) with different interests in the final result 
were gathered, each company represented by 1-4 em-
ployees. Day 1 consisted of participant presentations, 
three site visits, and PowerPoint presentations from 
different invited speakers. Day 2 the participants were 
divided into 3 groups, supervised by 3 facilitators.  
Data was analyzed from a conversation analytic per-
spective. The analysis draws on a range of analytical 
concepts from conversation analysis and linguistics: 
Social actions, such as informing, accepting, inviting, 
rejecting and assessing, are key concepts in the forma-
tion of social systems (Parsons 1937; Atkinson & He-
ritage 1984; Goodwin 2003), used by interlocutors to 
accomplish social results, create relations and shape 
social identities (Antaki & Widdicombe 1998). 
Intersubjectivity, participants showing each other their 
mutual understandings when responding to each other 
(Schegloff & Sacks 1973; Schegloff 1992), also serve 
to show the analysts if the speakers share tacit as-
sumptions or if they initiate repair (Schegloff, 
Jefferson and Sacks 1977; Schegloff 1991). Inter-
locutors orient to a preference for agreement and 
contiguity (Sacks 1983; Pomerantz 1984). Therefore, 
the next-turn-proof-procedure (Drew 1992), building 
on the concepts of sequence (Schegloff & Sacks 1973) 
and presupposition (Harder 1980; Vagle, Sandvik & 
Svennevig 1994), makes it possible to identify partici-
pant orientations as well as passable, non-questioned, 
and therefore acceptable, actions and assumptions.  
EVALUATION OF DATA  
All data are from authentic processes taking place 
independently of this study.  
All interactions are video recorded. Dataset A: Video 
recordings were made with 2 cameras facing the 
group. Dataset B: Video recordings were made partly 
in a seminar room when all the participants were 
gathered for plenary sessions (4 cameras) and partly in 
3 group rooms (2 cameras in each group room). 
In order to secure further authenticity of the 
interaction, the UCPH research team chose not to be 
present in the workshop rooms and the plenary room 
while the participants were working, since a pilot 
study showed that participants might recipient design 
their turn-at-talk and actions in the process towards 
78 Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed Participationarticipatory Innovati n Conference 2013, L hti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
achieving understanding and social accept from 
UCPH participants. 
The recordings have been transcribed according to an 
adaptation of the Gail Jefferson transcript notation 
system (Atkinson and Heritage 1984; see appendix).  
The longer data excerpts shown in this paper are 
chosen from the same subsection of the data in order 
to show that these categories are co-present in the 
design interaction process.  
RESULTS 
The study shows how participants orient to key values 
when designing solutions for organizational practice. 
They orient to ‘fit the box’ rather than ‘think out of the 
box’. Four categories of participant orientation have 
been identified: 
• Appropriateness: What does the team perceive as 
locally negotiated interactional normality? 
• Sufficiency: What are the proper amount of 
resources to invest for the team? 
• Team image: What are the imagined third party 
perceptions? 
• Professional quality: What are the professional 
grounds for the right solution of good quality? 
Each of these will be discussed below. 
LOCALLY NEGOTIATED NORMALITY 
Participants throughout the data orient to what they as 
a team at each point in time find appropriate to do, and 
what is to be considered suitable to do as a team in the 
local context of the creative development process.  
An example of this is from Innovation Consortium 
Group 1. Participants are Martha, Preben, Charlotte, 
Ole, Søren and Flemming. The team sits in the room, 
waiting to begin working on developing ideas. When 
the facilitator arrives in the room, she first opens a 
window in order to get fresh air into the room, and she 
then encourages the group to get up and do a minute 
of light gymnastics before starting to work. She is met 
with both non-verbal and verbal resistance. This leads 
her to produce a lenghty account (while showing the 
physical exercises, see figure 1) on how physical 
movement promotes participants to produce better 
ideas. Then one of the participants responds: "What 
did you have for breakfast" with falling intonation. 
Everybody laughs in response to his utterance. 
The team orients to comfort as well as rationality. 
Moving team members out of their physical comfort 
zone is treated as an accountable and negotiable 
action. It is further treated as a laughable, even by the 
facilitator. The participants introduce humor and self-
irony as resources for dealing with potential conflict.  
SUFFICIENCY AND ECONOMY 
Another participant orientation is to economy of 
efforts. Team members orient to a norm of only doing 
what is sufficient. The ideal seems to be to find an op-
timal level. They use words as “only”, “enough” and 
“sufficient”, and talk about if something is “too much” 
or “not enough”, as if orienting to finding an invisible 
target line of investing the proper amount of resources. 
 
 
Figure 1: Martha explains why standing up helps getting more ideas  
An example of this is from the second meeting in the 
project team in the NGO. Participants are Anna, Linda 
and Klara. The CEO has asked the team to organize an 
employee workshop in order to kick off a process of 
rebranding the entire organisation. In the following, 
Linda suggests using PowerPoint at the workshop, and 
that suggestion is treated as a problematic suggestion: 
 
(1) INNO-A/2/Good enough 
01 ((L sits with stack of postits in hand, see fig. 2))  
02  Li: >>if only it was<< 
03 ((L puts stack away on table, K fold hands 
behind her head, see figure 3)) 
04  ↑what did you have 
05  >right but ↑then we had this and that< 
06  >>in stead of it is sort of reeling off<< 
07 >we write on< the whiteboard 
08  (0.5) 
09  then >one could make a< ↑↑tiny ↓little, 
10 (0.5) 
11  ((A leans forward and makes a note))              
12  (1.0)  
13  (H::)     
14  >↑tiny little< ↑power↓point: ↓thingy 
15  where 
16  (1.2)  
17  ↑take some pictures 
18  >load them in< 
19 and the:neh (0.3) up on a projector 
20 (0.4) 
21  An: hf:  
22 (1.0) 
23  An: m:m[:m] 
24  Li:        [will be it too com]plica[ted] 
25  Kl:        [>>I don’t know<<] 
26 ((K takes her notes from table)) 
27 (3.0) ((K flips through paper, A looks at K; fig. 4)) 
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28  Kl: ↑we a:re 
29 (5.4)  ((K flips through paper)) 
30 this is ↓just a vision meeting= 
31  Li: =yeah, 
32  An: ↑m↓m:m 
33 (1.2)  ((K flips through paper)) 
34  Kl: that ↓morning. 
35 (1.0) 
36  An: maybe >it is good enough to< write it on a, 
37 Y’know sort of some (.) <flipo:vers> for to 
38 (1.6) 
39  Li: >are you say-< 
40 is it good enough [ju:st] 
41  An:                                [yeah and] >write it 
42 on a flipover 
43 because it should(n’t) take ↑too ↑long= 
44  Li: =↓yeah ↓that’s of ↓course admittedly ↓so. 
45 (0.4) 
46  An: ↑m↓mm, 
 
Transcript 1: Linda suggests to use Powerpoint at a seminar. 
Linda is hesitant in suggesting using PowerPoint. She 
prepares for the suggestion (l. 1-8), produces it with 
hedges "↑↑tiny ↓little", pauses, restarts and hedges 
further ">↑tiny little< ↑power↓point: ↓thingy". She 
launches a continuation, pauses and expands the idea 
(l. 17-19).  
 
Figure 2: Linda begins presenting an idea (l. 1-2) 
She seems to be right in hesitating. She gets no 
responses at possible completion points (l. 15, 16, 20 
and 22), until Anna produces a minimal response (l. 
23), which is not enthusiastic. When Linda begins 
presenting her idea, all three of them lean forward and 
sit close to the table, orienting to artifacts on the table.   
Throughout Linda's presentation of her idea, Anna and 
Klara sits back in their chairs, listening to Linda, and 
Klara has her hands folded around her neck. 
Anna sniffs and utters a delayed " m:m:m" (l. 21-23), 
and Linda and Klara begins talking in overlap. Linda 
retracts (l. 24), referring to economy of efforts: Will it 
be too complicated? Klara now picks up some papers 
from the table and begins to flip through them, while 
attracting gaze from Anna and Linda. 
 
Figure 3: Klare folds her arms behind her head (l. 3-23) 
 
Figure 4: Anna looks at Klara and Klara flips through papers (l. 27) 
Klara lays out the grounds for responding to Linda: It 
is "↓just a vision meeting". Linda and Anna agrees (l. 
31-32), and Anna quickly but hedgingly suggests that 
"maybe >it is good enough to< write it on a" flipover, 
"because it should(n’t) take ↑too ↑long".  
Interesting is how they do not refer to professional 
considerations (like the usability of PowerPoint as a 
tool for involving groups in developmental work), but 
on what would be "good enough", on sufficiency with 
respect to purpose of the seminar and the time and 
effort spent executing the solution.  
However, such professional basis could be underlying 
the linguistic forms chosen by the team members. One 
could argue that Anna works to protect Linda's face by 
construction her suggestion as above the standards 
instead of criticizing it for not being professional. We 
will never know what Anna, Klara and Linda were 
thinking at the time, but of course it is a possibility. 
Sufficiency as key rationale is treated as non-proble-
matic, non-accountable; a value suited as a compass to 
use for making team decisions. Team members are not 
looking to find an ideal or perfect or ambitious solu-
tion, just the "good enough" solution, and having that 
orientation is perfectly acceptable within the team.  
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IMAGINED THIRD PARTY PERCEPTIONS 
Participants orient to possible, imagined third party 
perceptions of how they as developers may appear, 
and how their solutions and suggestions may be 
evaluated at a future point in time. In the following 
excerpt Anna, Linda and Klara are discussing whether 
to use yellow postits at a workshop they are planning: 
 
(2) INNO-A/2/They will laugh 
01  Kl: and I do know that they will ↑laugh, when we 
appear with 
02 those yellow ↓postits there, (.) because 
03  An: mh he ↑HH, .HH >>yeah,  
04 [I’ll ↑tell you I knit)]<<= 
05  Kl: [that we sort of have tried once]= 
06  An: =ri::ght then it’s all about ye:llow po:stits 
07 >and something like that< 
08 >>says {Martin}<<  
09 ↑NO, it must be ↑more cre↓ative(H) 
 ((said with guttural Donald Duck voice)) 
10 h he 
11  Li: (h) he he= 
12  Kl: =↑well, 
13 (.) 
14  An: .H 
15  Li: ↑well ↓okay, 
16  An: u:[h:    ]  
 
Transcript 2: The team talks abouts potential future responses. 
 
Both Klara and Anna orient to key stakeholders' 
possible potential responses to the solutions they will 
come up with in this team. Klara expects the seminar 
participants, their colleagues, to "laugh", when the 
team appears with yellow postits (l. 1-2). Anna backs 
that with a laugh and the two of them refer to an 
earlier experience of that sort (l. 3-7). Anna develops 
this line of thinking by beginning to animate an 
explicit critique from the CEO (l. 8-9). Her mocking 
voice shows distance to such assessments, but she 
none the less brings in the perspective as something to 
consider in the their team development process. The 
team members animate (Goffman 1981) possible 
opinions of key stakeholders and incorporate them as 
voices to be heard in their local negotiation of norms 
and values to orient to when choosing a solution. 
 
In this exctract, one specific organizational value can 
be identified: It is important to appear creative. In 
other organizational contexts the locally negotiated 
parameters could be different. The conclusion is 
therefore not that development teams necessarily 
orient towards appearing creative, but that they orient 
to being in accordance with implicit organizational 
values and ideals, not just on the level of the practical 
solutions they develop, but also as a team with a social 
identity to be assessed by colleagues and leaders. 
PROFESSIONALITY 
Participants do bring forward professional grounds for 
producing and assessing solutions of good quality. An 
example of this can be seen in the following:  
 
(1) INNO-A/2/Kills the process 
01  Kl: [but rea]lly:, 
02 (.) 
03 An?: (h) 
04 (0.6) 
05 >it should also not be so crea<tive 
06 that it kills the process< right (h)= 
07  Li: =↓no, >it is< >it must ↑also not 
08 be so that it is being ↓dif<ficult, 
09  Kl: .HH ↑no, that will not work either 
10 if one says go out and take a picture 
11 if- if there aren’t any m- motives 
12 that sort of fits with that< vis: [vision one] 
13  Li:                                                  [↓ye:ah,] 
14  Kl: ha:s >or that (.) motive gets to ↑control  
15 one’s vi[sion]. 
16  Li:             [↓yeah,] really,= 
17  An: yeah, 
18 (0.5) 
19  Li: >yeahbut< ↑that’s of course true,  
20 (.) 
21 Really tha:t’s y’know the: ↑creative (0.3) 
22 ↓i:s (.) works ↑best when one mu:st (0.5) e:h 
force-  
23 >when one is forced to talk- about something or 
other< 
24 and one can sa::y .h (.) a f: 
25 that about going out and taking ↑pictures of 
↓something 
26 (0.4) 
27 then one ↑has y’know talked about it- 
28 there one ↑has arrived at what-  
29 one has to take ↑pictures ↓of 
 
Transcript 3: The team strives for a professionally sound solution. 
 
Both Klara (l. 9-15) Linda (l. 21-29) bring forward 
professional grounds for producing and assessing 
solutions of good quality, but it interesting how they 
do it. The invoke their professional reasoning as:  
• Counter arguments ("but really:" l. 1) to imagined 
stakeholder perceptions 
• Additions to counter arguments ("also not" l. 5 
and "either" in l. 9) to such 
• Value dilemmas, as something being in opposi-
tion to being creative (l. 5-6) and in opposition to 
being easy to do (l. 7-8). 
They appear to 'fight for' professional solutions, even 
if they are asked to join the team because of their 
professional background and competencies (not shown 
in these data excerpts is how the CEO narrates his 
choice of team members with reference to their 
different individual professional competencies). 
81Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed ParticipationParticipatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
IMAGINED THIRD PARTY PERCEPTIONS 
Participants orient to possible, imagined third party 
perceptions of how they as developers may appear, 
and how their solutions and suggestions may be 
evaluated at a future point in time. In the following 
excerpt Anna, Linda and Klara are discussing whether 
to use yellow postits at a workshop they are planning: 
 
(2) INNO-A/2/They will laugh 
01  Kl: and I do know that they will ↑laugh, when we 
appear with 
02 those yellow ↓postits there, (.) because 
03  An: mh he ↑HH, .HH >>yeah,  
04 [I’ll ↑tell you I knit)]<<= 
05  Kl: [that we sort of have tried once]= 
06  An: =ri::ght then it’s all about ye:llow po:stits 
07 >and something like that< 
08 >>says {Martin}<<  
09 ↑NO, it must be ↑more cre↓ative(H) 
 ((said with guttural Donald Duck voice)) 
10 h he 
11  Li: (h) he he= 
12  Kl: =↑well, 
13 (.) 
14  An: .H 
15  Li: ↑well ↓okay, 
16  An: u:[h:    ]  
 
Transcript 2: The team talks abouts potential future responses. 
 
Both Klara and Anna orient to key stakeholders' 
possible potential responses to the solutions they will 
come up with in this team. Klara expects the seminar 
participants, their colleagues, to "laugh", when the 
team appears with yellow postits (l. 1-2). Anna backs 
that with a laugh and the two of them refer to an 
earlier experience of that sort (l. 3-7). Anna develops 
this line of thinking by beginning to animate an 
explicit critique from the CEO (l. 8-9). Her mocking 
voice shows distance to such assessments, but she 
none the less brings in the perspective as something to 
consider in the their team development process. The 
team members animate (Goffman 1981) possible 
opinions of key stakeholders and incorporate them as 
voices to be heard in their local negotiation of norms 
and values to orient to when choosing a solution. 
 
In this exctract, one specific organizational value can 
be identified: It is important to appear creative. In 
other organizational contexts the locally negotiated 
parameters could be different. The conclusion is 
therefore not that development teams necessarily 
orient towards appearing creative, but that they orient 
to being in accordance with implicit organizational 
values and ideals, not just on the level of the practical 
solutions they develop, but also as a team with a social 
identity to be assessed by colleagues and leaders. 
PROFESSIONALITY 
Participants do bring forward professional grounds for 
producing and assessing solutions of good quality. An 
example of this can be seen in the following:  
 
(1) INNO-A/2/Kills the process 
01  Kl: [but rea]lly:, 
02 (.) 
03 An?: (h) 
04 (0.6) 
05 >it should also not be so crea<tive 
06 that it kills the process< right (h)= 
07  Li: =↓no, >it is< >it must ↑also not 
08 be so that it is being ↓dif<ficult, 
09  Kl: .HH ↑no, that will not work either 
10 if one says go out and take a picture 
11 if- if there aren’t any m- motives 
12 that sort of fits with that< vis: [vision one] 
13  Li:                                                  [↓ye:ah,] 
14  Kl: ha:s >or that (.) motive gets to ↑control  
15 one’s vi[sion]. 
16  Li:             [↓yeah,] really,= 
17  An: yeah, 
18 (0.5) 
19  Li: >yeahbut< ↑that’s of course true,  
20 (.) 
21 Really tha:t’s y’know the: ↑creative (0.3) 
22 ↓i:s (.) works ↑best when one mu:st (0.5) e:h 
force-  
23 >when one is forced to talk- about something or 
other< 
24 and one can sa::y .h (.) a f: 
25 that about going out and taking ↑pictures of 
↓something 
26 (0.4) 
27 then one ↑has y’know talked about it- 
28 there one ↑has arrived at what-  
29 one has to take ↑pictures ↓of 
 
Transcript 3: The team strives for a professionally sound solution. 
 
Both Klara (l. 9-15) Linda (l. 21-29) bring forward 
professional grounds for producing and assessing 
solutions of good quality, but it interesting how they 
do it. The invoke their professional reasoning as:  
• Counter arguments ("but really:" l. 1) to imagined 
stakeholder perceptions 
• Additions to counter arguments ("also not" l. 5 
and "either" in l. 9) to such 
• Value dilemmas, as something being in opposi-
tion to being creative (l. 5-6) and in opposition to 
being easy to do (l. 7-8). 
They appear to 'fight for' professional solutions, even 
if they are asked to join the team because of their 
professional background and competencies (not shown 
in these data excerpts is how the CEO narrates his 
choice of team members with reference to their 
different individual professional competencies). 
  Participatory Innovation Confere ce 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
LESSONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
The implications of this study are theoretical, metho-
dological and practical. The theoretical implication is 
a contribution to creativity and innovation research 
with respect to the impact of organizational as well as 
personal values at the personal interaction level of the 
early stages of the innovation processes. 
 
The methodological implication is that studying crea-
tivity and innovation processes entails studying 
participants interacting in their authentic professional 
and institutional context, and studying their social 
practice as a social practice when striving to achieve 
institutional goals of being creative together. We need 
to pay attention to interactional detail in order to better 
understand the fluffy 'human factor', and we may 
benefit from drawing on research methods from the 
faculty of humanities' experience in studying identity, 
relation, communication, community and culture. 
 
The practical implications are manifold. Participants 
in creative development processes negotiate values 
and norms with each other at a very local turn-by-turn 
at talk level, while planning and designing future 
social interaction, and they are defining themselves as 
individuals and teams though these very negotiations. 
Further, they orient to imaginations of key 
stakeholders' (co-teammembers, colleagues, superiors, 
etc.) potential perceptions of their actions, choices and 
solutions, and they use this orientation in their local 
negotiation of norms and values. They orient to saving 
face (Goffman 1959) and building their personal and 
team brands while planning and designing future 
solutions, and they are taking into consideration 
during the development process how the design may 
influence their desired face or brand. 
 
The study showed how participants in creative settings 
aiming at developing new solutions for organizational 
practice may have four categories of participant 
orientation in the process: 
 
• Locally negotiated normality at process level: 
How is it appropriate to interact as a team? 
• Locally negotiated norms of the proper amount of 
resources to invest for the team: What is sufficient 
(economically wise) to do as a team? 
• Locally negotiated imaginations of future third 
party perceptions of team processes and outcome: 
How will the team be perceived as a team? 
• Locally negotiated norms of professional quality: 
What is a solution of good quality? 
 
These four orientations may seem rather rational. 
They are neither irrelevant nor arbitrary. However, 
participants orient to having these different 
orientations as a dilemma in designing solutions.  
Such value negotiations and participant orientation to 
absent key stakeholders has implications for 
facilitation of innovation processes. 
If top management wishes for employees to design 
solutions out of the ordinary, they both need to let 
them feel secure in the process and to communicate, 
what they as their superiors will expect of the result. 
They may have to set them free by formulating 
explicitly that they are expected to question 
organizational norms and values, even those 
communicated by top management. Or they may have 
to explain in detail which values and norms are not to 
be deferred from, while challenging the rest. 
Facilitators of such processes must devote attention to 
creating challenges in a safe context. 
It takes a lot of interactional work to achieve a context 
of confidence and dynamic collaboration in order to 
have a group of participants to do something out of the 
ordinary. Tuning in as a facilitator to group perception 
of appropriateness at process level also entails 
navigating towards invisible target lines of getting it 
just right at the local interaction level, being neither 
too boring nor too theatrical. Participants, including 
the facilitator, are aligning with the group, and the 
group is aligning as a group, negoting how to be a 
group. Facilitating it to think out of the box 
professionally therefore requires solid target group 
knowledge of individual group members' own 
perceptions of what is to be considered inside the box 
of interactional normality. 
A separate concern when facilitating professionals in 
development processes with a goal of producing 
creative solutions is how to encourage them to use 
their professional expertise in the interactional 
process. If the professional expertise is brought into 
the interaction as counter arguments, as this study has 
shown, then a practical implication will be to 
introduce ideas early in the process, which are 
debatable, perhaps even problematic. This will create 
a sequential environment, which makes counter 
arguing a relevant next action to perform for 
participants. Also, the facilitator should aim at 
fostering individual confidence, since some of the 
professional arguments are brought into the interaction 
as follow-ups or additions to counter arguments. The 
former of these implications is in accordance with 
many of the practical tools and exercises aiming at 
being silly and thinking in weird solutions. The latter 
of these implications, however, goes against some of 
the practical wisdom of practitioners (building on 
early creativity studies such as Osborn 1957), that 
disagreement and countering ideas should be 
discouraged since it might kill the creative thinking. 
Disagrement and problem identification should on the 
contrary be devoted attention, but perhaps in separate 
time slots and exercises. 
Fitting the box is what typically concerns interlocutors 
in a wide range of interactions, institutional as well as 
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non-institutional interactions (Sacks 1985; Pomerantz 
1984). Therefore, it should not come as a surprise that 
development process participants will act as social 
agents in these processes and seek to define 'the box' 
in order to be able to 'fit in' and obtain social 
acceptance (Parsons 1937). When the purpose of the 
process is to have participants think 'out of the box' in 
order to define something 'new', the solution should 
then be to assist participants in achieving socially 
attractive, local identities in the process, and doing so 
by attention to practical tools and exercises which may 
help them decouple (Nielsen 2012) the sequential 
formats they are accustomed to. 
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ABSTRACT
This paper introduces Nicolas Bourriaud’s concept 
Interstice and highlights the possibilities of using 
this concept as a process application for working 
actively and reflectively with the aesthetic-material 
dimension in the fields of systemic process 
consultation and participatory innovation. The 
concept originates from Bourriaud’s description of 
Relational Aesthetics and is a metaphor for a
specific inter-human arena of exchange offering 
possibilities for social interactions and relations 
other than those offered by the surrounding 
environment. Using non-representational theory we 
outline how Interstices – through affective and pre-
cognitive dimensions as well as the generative force 
of space and aesthetics – potentially open up 
passages for new experiences and patterns of 
interaction. Based on three examples of experienced 
Interstice from a process consultant training 
programme, we propose an emerging framework for 
operationalizing the notion of Interstice in practice.
Key words: affect, Interstice, process consultation, 
Relational Aesthetics, space
INTRODUCTION
The starting point of this interdisciplinary paper is 
Nicolas Bourriaud’s concept Interstice. Bourriaud is an 
art critic, curator, and author of the book Relational 
Aesthetics in which he describes Interstice as a different 
inter-human arena of exchange, which offers, promotes or 
creates other social relations and interactions than the 
surrounding environment (Bourriaud 2002). Seen from 
the perspective of non-representational theory this new 
arena of exchange consists of ‘hybrid assemblages’ 
(Thrift 2008: 9) of colours, materials, objects, movement, 
position, sound and light. These aesthetic-material 
constellations are experienced on a pre-cognitive and 
affective level and carries a generative force (Thrift 2008; 
Beyes et al 2011), which may potentially create passages 
to the new, the unthought, to becoming-other (Thrift 
2008; Colebrook 2002; Deleuze 2001 & 2002). Interstice 
thus operates through aesthetic-material elements which 
affect and disturb the participants and hence becomes a 
breeding ground for other experiences than the cognitive 
and intellectual ones (Colebrook 2002). Interstice always 
relates to interpersonal and social situations and creates 
transitional moments where inter-human relations and 
interactions are intensified (Røge et al 2011).
SYSTEMIC PROCESS CONSULTATION & 
PARTICIPATORY DESIGN
Since facilitation of processes is an integral part of 
working with participatory innovation, and since the 
systemic process approach we refer to here is based on 
participant involvement, it seems natural to consider the 
notion of Interstice relevant in both disciplines.
Systemic process consultation originates from systemic 
therapy where the focus is on the ‘system’ rather than on 
the individual. If e.g. there is a problem/issue with a 
family member the therapist looks at the family as a 
whole, a ‘system’, rather than focusing on the individual 
who apparently is causing the problem. According to this 
approach the relation is the smallest unit. People are 
created through their relations to others and the source of 
e.g. a family problem has to be found in the relations
inside the ‘family-system’(Bateson 1979).
In systemic process consultation this approach is 
transferred from families to organizations (Søholm et al. 
2006). To solve a problem in a department, a working 
team, a management group etc. you work with the 
relations between the involved parties and through 
reflection, dialogue and ‘appropriate perturbation’ (See 
the paragraph: Appropriate disturbance.) the process 
consultant encourages the participants to discover new 
perspectives on their own situation as well as alternative 
opportunities and ways into the future (Moltke and Molly
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2009). This process is most often verbal. The aesthetic-
material dimension and space is usually only considered 
important from a practical perspective, i.e. whether there 
are tables and chairs for everyone, whether the light is 
adequate, whether paper for posters, post it notes etc. are 
available. The aesthetic-material elements as affective 
and sensuous tools is seldom explored. 
In the field of Participatory Design, though, the aesthetic-
material aspect is often included. Physical artefacts are 
used as ‘thinking tools’ and ‘generative tools’ and to 
create a common visual and tactile language among the 
participants in participatory design processes (Sanders 
2008). Scenarios are co-designed, and through objects, 
body and interventions future possibilities for new 
systems and products are explored (Halse et al. 2010; 
Viña & Mattelmäki 2010; Koskinen et al. 2011). 
However, in this context the aesthetic-material dimension 
is most commonly used as idea-generating artefacts in 
design processes and in problem solution. 
AIM AND CONTRIBUTION
The aim of this paper is to highlight the possibilities of 
using Interstice as process application for working 
actively and reflectively with the aesthetic-material 
dimension, in the fields of both systemic process 
consultation and participatory innovation.
The intention is not to use the aesthetic-material elements 
as tools in targeted idea-generating processes, but rather 
as an intensifying dimension – a spatial and material 
generating force that creates new arenas of exchange, 
where there is room for the unknown and where 
something unpredictable can emerge. Hence the purpose 
of an Interstice is not to seek a result or a solution; rather 
it is an inter-human formation process in which the 
participant will become familiar with unpredictability as a 
creative potential. 
The contribution of this paper is a proposal for an 
emerging framework that points out concepts and 
approaches which we consider vital for the work with 
Interstices in practice.
AUTHOR BACKGROUND
Both authors are employed in a Danish-based 
international engineering and management consulting 
firm. Struck is a sustainable society consultant and is also 
working as a doctoral researcher in action philosophy. 
Ebdrup is an Industrial PhD scholar with a background in 
design. The practical examples mentioned in the paper are 
from a systemically based process consultant training 
programme; Struck is an instructor and Ebdrup has 
participated in the course. 
The empirical material has been compiled over several 
courses through participant observations, video, and 
photo registration.
STRUCTURE OF THIS PAPER
First we will present the theory that has informed and 
inspired our work with Interstices and then introduce the 
four concepts: The Micro-Utopia, The Crack, The Means 
and The Affect. Subsequently we will describe three 
examples of Interstices that we have experienced, 
observed and participated in and which exemplify the 
four concepts. The final section comprises a discussion of 
the emerging framework and a conclusion. 
THEORY – RELATIONAL AESTHETICS
The French art critic and curator Nicolas Bourriaud 
introduces the concept Interstice in his description of 
Relational Aesthetics. In his book Relational Aesthetics
he claims that in many areas of contemporary art the 
focus has shifted from the finished work itself to the 
social and relational effects of the work. The experience 
of a ‘work’ thus moves from the subjective, individual 
experience to the inter-human and relational experience,
and with social aspects as an integral part of the work. 
The concept Interstice was used by Karl Marx to describe
the trading communities, barter, no-profit sales, and self-
sufficiency production that evaded the regular framework 
of the capitalist economy, because they were exempt from 
the law of profit (Bourriaud 2002). Hence an Interstice is 
a space for human relations which distinguishes itself 
from the ‘overall system’ by suggesting exchange 
opportunities that differ from the ones that apply in that 
system (Ibid.:16).
Bourriaud believes that ’Over and above its mercantile 
nature and its semantic value, the work of art (Relational 
Art) represents a social interstice.’ (Ibid.:16) ’…it creates 
free areas, and time spans whose rhythm contrasts with 
those structuring everyday life, and it encourages an 
inter-human commerce that differs from the 
”communication zones” that are imposed upon us’
(Ibid.:16). Bourriaud says that contemporary art 
‘…appears these days to be a rich loam for social 
experiments, like a space partly protected from the 
uniformity of behavioural patterns’’ (Ibid.:9). The goal of 
relational art is to create alternative forms and models for 
inter-human interaction within the existing reality (Ibid). 
An Interstice is an arena of exchange or sanctuary for 
other forms of social interaction which are independent of 
the established conventions of interaction that govern the 
larger system. Bourriaud also refers to these arenas of 
exchange as Micro-utopias (Ibid.). They are places where 
one tries to influence everyday life, rather than trying to 
change the whole world. By creating Micro-utopias, 
which offer, create and promote alternative forms of 
interaction, it is possible to experiment with social and 
inter-human aspects and challenge relational connections. 
New thoughts and new patterns may then emerge.
An example of a Micro-utopia is when the artist Jens 
Haaning started telling Turkish jokes over a loudspeaker 
in a square in Copenhagen (Turkish Jokes, 1994). In a 
fraction of a second he established a micro-community 
among the immigrants united in laughter. This 
community, which for a while turned their perception of 
being in exile upside down, is both derived from and is an 
integral part of the artwork (Bourriaud 2002).
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The Micro-utopia is hence an arena of exchange
(Ibid.:17) which must be judged based on ‘…the  
coherence of its form, and then the symbolic value of the 
”world” it suggests to us, and of the image of human 
relations reflected by it’ (Ibid.:18). The key issue is not 
the work as a completed form but what is generated 
through the work. One of the things that is created is a 
disturbance of the ‘larger system’ or of held expectations.
APPROPRIATE DISTURBANCE
The systemic theory uses Humberto Maturana’s (Chilean 
biologist and philosopher) concept perturbation
(disturbance) to describe change initiatives within 
systems. The implicit assumption is that an outsider 
cannot change a system. A system always acts based on 
its own logics, and in order to move the system it is 
necessary to disturb these logics. Through the disturbance 
the logics are put into play and will have to re-orient 
themselves towards each other, which creates a different 
constellation. In systemic process consultation the phrase 
appropriate perturbation is used to indicate that the 
disturbance cannot deviate too much from the ruling 
logics of the system; then it will shut down. If the 
disturbance is too small it will not bring the logics ‘off 
course’ (Moltke & Molly 2009).
Through an appropriate disturbance a system can be 
brought to such a state that it changes itself. Haaning’s
jokes brought a disturbance into the logics of everyday 
life in the square in Copenhagen. The logics were 
disturbed and re-assembled in a different temporary 
micro-community of Turkish immigrants united in 
laughter.
STEPPING INTO A LOGIC
But in order for an Interstice to emerge, people must 
agree to step into the logic of the Micro-utopia. If the 
immigrants did not find the jokes funny or the situation 
hilarious, or if the intervention was too massive and they 
found it embarrassing the Micro-utopia that Haaning 
offered would not materialize as an Interstice and they 
would not experience what Røge et al. – referring to 
theatre and performance research – describe as ‘the 
transitional moment’. ‘In transitional moments inter-
human social relations are experienced and intensified 
through concentrated interaction and through the degree 
of involvement displayed by the participants. In other 
words, transitional moments only arise in inter-human 
situations between two or more people…What is 
exchanged in these transitional moments is expanded 
relations in an alternative social space which differs from 
the everyday reality’ (authors translation) (Røge et al. 
2011:61). The new reality is perceived through the senses 
rather than being interpreted, and thus a path is cleared 
into spontaneity and the pre-cognitive realm (Ibid.).
ATMOSPHERE
The philosopher Gernot Böhme also focuses on pre-
cognition and affect as he introduces the concept of 
atmosphere. The Atmosphere is the intangible between 
subject and object which we perceive with our senses 
when we e.g. step into a room. The atmosphere is created 
by the objects and elements of the room. They all emit 
ecstasies, which act as generators of an experienced 
atmosphere (Böhme 2008:7). The atmosphere has an 
affective impact on individuals’ state of mind and affects 
the perception of the room and the situation.
NON-REPRESENTATIONAL THEORY
Non-representational theory (NRT) also emphasises the 
affective and pre-cognitive dimensions. It goes a step 
further than Böhme, however, by stating that space and 
’things’ and the affective aspect intensify a procedural 
and generative force (Thrift 2008; Beyes et al 2011) 
which can influence interpersonal interaction and lead to 
something else and potentially new.
NRT is the term used for a loosely connected group of 
researchers from several UK universities who all work on 
relations and interactions among people and physical 
spaces in the field of human geography (Thrift 2008; 
Dewsbury 2003). NRT’s overarching project is to study 
this empiric field based on a variety of approaches from 
sociology, social theories, and cultural studies, which 
again draw on an assortment of concepts from ‘Latourian 
Actor-Network Theory, complexity theory, the process
philosophies of Whitehead and Bergson, 
phenomenological and feminist writings on embodiment 
and, prominently, performance studies and Deleuzian 
rhizomatics’ (Beyes et al 2011:7). 
The term non-representational itself indicates that they 
are interested in interaction between people and spaces as 
emergent, open-ended, and context-dependent 
interactions and processes before we, so to speak, 
categorise or re-present these interactions into abstract 
and general concepts disconnected from the context in 
which they operate; hence the term non-representational
theory (See also e.g. Dewsbury 2003). This approach is 
relevant to this paper, since we are focusing in particular 
on the procedural level where objects/spaces are seen as 
generative forces which can intensify affective and 
sensory flows. These flows are active prior to the onset of 
our cognitive and conscious apparatus, which evaluates 
and generalises ‘elements’ based on what we know and 
automatically rely on in a perception and experience 
context. ”Affect, as presented in art, disrupts the everyday 
and opinionated links we make between words and 
experience …Everyday opinion generalises and reduces 
concepts to their already known forms” (Colebrook 
2002:23).
NRT wants to examine or make room for what is beyond
the well-known, the also-possible ‘what is aside from 
itself’, as Beyes and Steyaert let the French philosopher J. 
Derrida state (Beyes et al 2011:7). They view 
art/aesthetics/sensuous expressions as a passage to the 
pre-cognitive and affective flows: ‘We can think of affect 
in terms of a form of pre-personal perception. I watch a 
scene in a film and my heart races, my eyes flinches and I 
begin to perspire. Before I even think or conceptualise 
there is an element of response that is prior to any 
decision. Affect is intensive rather than extensive.’
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(Colebrook 2002:38) An important part of the sensory 
flows of everyday life is what Nigel Thrift calls ‘the 
energy of the sense-catching forms of things’ (Thrift 
2008:9). The things around us are not indifferent, passive 
objects; rather they intensify a potential energy which 
captures our senses and ‘answers back’ (Ibid.:9). Thus 
they become an integral and active part of people’s 
everyday life. ‘Things’ and ‘spaces’ become a living, 
generating and materially concretising part of the ‘hybrid’ 
constellations – environments, situations and social flows 
– which we are all part of in our daily lives.
In other words, the objects and spaces that surround us 
influence us pre-cognitively and affectively. They create 
an atmosphere and sensuous flows whose generating 
force can be further intensified when we work actively 
and reflectively with the space and with the aesthetic-
material dimension. Transitional moments can thus 
emerge, Interstices, which can create a passage to 
something else, to another social reality, to a space for 
other patterns of interaction – potential parallel worlds.
In our appreciation and practical work with Interstices we 
build on Bourriaud’s concepts: Interstice and Micro-
utopia. We distinguish between the two terms, however, 
by considering Micro-utopia as the aesthetic-material 
framework (the spatial set-up) that is designed in the hope 
that Interstice will emerge.
In order to facilitate the work with Interstice as a passage 
into ‘something else’ or ‘something new’ within process 
consultation four key concepts emerge: The Micro-utopia 
as the overarching framework for or design of a new 
arena of exchange. In order to create this one needs to 
keep an eye out for The Crack, the disturbance, The 
Means, the aesthetic-material elements, and The Affect
which relates to the pre-cognitive and affective 
experiences. We consider these concepts as focus points 
and guidelines in the creation of a Micro-utopia in 
practice.
INTERSTICE IN PRACTICE 
The following section is a description of experienced 
Interstices. The participants agreed to step into the logics 
of the micro-utopias they had been offered, and other
arenas of exchange emerged. All three examples take 
their point of departure in the systemically based process 
consultant training programme, where Struck work as an 
instructor and Ebdrup has been a participant. The course 
participants are process consultants in the public or 
private sector who wish to improve their process skills. 
Since Struck was one of two instructors the focus was on 
how aesthetic-material aspects – objects, space, light, 
sound and movements – can be incorporated into and 
affect a process design or the process itself.
All three examples are Micro-utopias meaning: an 
aesthetic-material framework designed to facilitate a
potential Interstice. The three concepts The Crack, The 
Means and The Affect are in various ways represented in 
each example. We call the examples The Temporary, The 
External and The Permanent according to the overall 
physical settings in which they take place.
THE TEMPORARY
In this example the course participants are divided into 
groups and have received the following assignment, 
which has to be prepared between two seminar modules:
The next module starts with four small upstart processes, 
each of five minutes. Each group completes its process
with the entire team as participants/audience. Each 
process must include a reasoned choice and staging of 
the three concepts we worked with in module 6: The 
story, the set design, and the choreography. The three 
concepts must promote or intensify the quality of the 
small upstart process.
The example below was prepared and presented by one of 
the groups.
The entire team, except for the group that is in charge of 
the following small upstart process, is waiting in the 
seminar room where the previous upstart processes have 
taken place. There is a short break to allow the group to 
make the final preparations in another room. We have 
been told to remove our shoes. Shortly afterwards a group 
member arrives and guides us out of the room, all the way 
out of the seminar area. We walk awkwardly in our 
stockinged feet. We are slightly puzzled as to where we 
are going. The trip ends in one of the company’s fitness 
rooms. We laugh… but quickly stop in the dim room. A 
faint, meditative music fills the room. There are mats and 
large balls scattered on the floor. One of the members of 
the group is lying on a mat, the rest are standing. The 
person lying down indicates the purpose of the mats and 
the balls, and people sit down and lie down without 
further instruction, by themselves, or two together. Some 
people take blankets, since the room is cool. There is 
silence except for the soothing music. Calm descends. 
Suddenly one of the group members says, I put off to 
sea.... No one says anything for some time. Then 
someone else says, I was brave!... The person lying down 
sits up and says, the course is…Shortly afterwards the 
next one says, my travel companion… Then: storm... and 
sun… and finally: I go ashore... There is a relaxed but 
attentive mood in the room. Everyone is quiet, only the 
music fills the room. The music is turned off… the event 
is over.
By means of just a few aesthetic-material elements – mats 
and balls on the floor as seating, music and sound/talk 
(The Means) – the group managed to offer a different, 
temporary arena of exchange. The disturbance (The 
Crack) was created through the walk in stockinged feet, 
change of physical environment, the different floor 
seating, the music and the prepared utterances that the 
group members took turns reciting.
The Micro-utopia influenced the participants on an 
affective and pre-cognitive level. Due to the music the
laughter quickly subsided once the participants entered 
the room (The Affect). Everyone sensed, on a pre-
individual level, that this was not the time for fun and 
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games. Now was the time to sit down/lie down and be 
quiet. The Micro-utopia succeeded in taking the 
participants on an almost meditative journey, where an 
intensified, inter-human space for calm emerged, a
generating calm that opened up for a sensuous presence
and created an Interstice. Thus this Interstice “facilitated” 
calm through the chosen aesthetic-materiel elements.
THE EXTERNAL
This example focuses on leaving the familiar 
surroundings and acting in other physical surroundings. 
In one of the modules the team meets at a small theatre in 
inner Copenhagen. We had been told to wear clothes we
could comfortably move around in. We assembled in the 
theatre’s coffee shop where the theme of the day was 
presented: to expand one’s personal expression.
The theatre had three stages. One was in the basement. At 
some point during the day we all assembled there. It was 
a relatively small and narrow room, painted all black. The 
ceiling was an almost scary mass of pipes and technical 
equipment, black through and through. And it was cold!
Later we split up into groups and scattered all over the 
theatre. I (Ebdrup) was part of a group that had to be in 
the black room. When we came back there a complete 
transformation had taken place. It was warm. The 
spotlights on the stage were on, and all the technical 
equipment was hidden in the dark. The group worked on 
the stage to rehearse situations from everyday life of a 
process consultant combined with exercises in expanding 
one’s personal expression. The spotlight was strong and 
warm and focused our attention, created a space within 
the space, and intensified the presence around what was 
going on (see figure 1).
In ”The External” The Crack is the use of the theatre as a 
physical setting. The Means – the aesthetic-material 
elements such as the stages, the spotlights, the spectator 
seats and the exercises in expanding one’s personal 
expression – created unfamiliar ‘hybrid’ constellations 
and other social flows which enhanced The Affect. The 
unfamiliarity of working on the stage in the “light room” 
of the spotlight created an experimental social space 
which would have been difficult, if not impossible to 
create in the seminar room we normally used. The whole 
experience of being in a theatre and standing on a stage 
intensified the interaction among the participants and set 
the stage, literally, for rehearsals of ‘scenes’ which would 
have been awkward in our normal environment. An 
alternative reality for concentrated social interaction was 
created, and the room became a generating force for new 
expressions. Using the effects of the theatre this Interstice 
‘facilitated’ social engagement.
THE PERMANENT
A large segment of the process consultant training 
programme requires the participants to work in groups 
with cases exemplifying a certain problem. On the 
premises where the training usually takes place there are a 
number of small rooms designed for group work. Some of 
the rooms are designed with various themes. One of them 
is the Moroccan room (see figure 2). The following 
description outlines the impact of the design of the room 
on how a group of meeting participants situated 
themselves in the room.
Figure 1: Rehearsing on the stage
Figure 2: The Moroccan room
It was the second day of the first seminar module. Hence 
we did not know each other very well when we were 
divided into groups and had to find a place to meet within 
the premises. “Why don’t we go in here,” one of the 
group members said when we came to the Moroccan 
room. With its embroidered cushions, tablecloths and 
rugs, bead curtain and wooden bench the room is 
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strikingly different from the rest of the meeting rooms 
(see figure 3). We all agreed. Three of us sat down on the 
bench. I (Ebdrup) removed my shoes and sat down cross-
legged on the bench. The last person sat down on a floor 
cushion. During the meeting the person on the floor 
cushion changed position and lay down on the floor (see 
figure 4).
Figure 3: A normal meeting room
Figure 4: Meeting in the Moroccan room - reconstructed
It was only after the meeting I started reflecting on how 
the room and the objects in the room had affected our 
behaviour and created a social space allowing us to “act 
differently.” If we had held the meeting in the adjoining 
room (see figure 3) I would never have removed my 
shoes and sat down cross-legged, and no one would have 
thought of lying down on the floor. This Micro-utopia 
which the Moroccan room offered affected the way we 
situated ourselves and moved around in the room. We 
were offered a ‘hybrid’ constellation that responded and 
thus ‘formed’ the way we interacted with the room and 
with each other and thereby created an Interstice. The 
Means, the embroidered cushions, tablecloths etc. create a 
set-up that differs considerably from the surrounding 
environment and disturbs our expectations i.e. create The 
Crack and The Affect. This group room offers an 
affective experience, shakes up our habitual thinking, and 
presents a path to spontaneity (Røge et al. 2011). When I 
removed my shoes and sat down cross-legged on the 
bench it was not a conscious, reflective act, but an act that 
had been released pre-cognitively based on the 
opportunities the room offered combined with the specific 
social space that was created when the group situated 
itself in the room. In other words, through its design this 
Interstice facilitated other options for movement and 
position.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Through the three Interstices described above we 
demonstrate how the four concepts The Micro-utopia, 
The Crack, The Means and The Affect are expressed in a 
practical context and how it is possible to work actively 
and in a reflective manner with the aesthetic-material 
dimension in process consultation. We consider The 
Micro-utopia to be the overall framework or design of a 
potential Interstice. The Crack, The Means and The Affect
can be seen as sub-elements or facets of the Micro-utopia 
which overlap and often coincide. The Crack may be the 
applied aesthetic-material elements – i.e. The Means, as 
e.g. in The External where the stage, the spotlights and 
the exercises together with the theater itself disturbed the 
familiarity by having an impact on an affective level.
Even though the concepts coincide they cannot be 
covered by one term, since each of them comprises its 
own unique focus when working with Interstices. From a 
practitioner’s point of view each of the three concepts can 
be the starting point in the practical creation of the Micro-
utopia.
Working on these focal points or passages can pave the 
way for transitional moments and Interstices, but in the 
end it is the participant’s social involvement and 
acceptance of the logic of the Micro-utopia that actualizes 
an Interstice.
The three practical examples The Temporary, The 
External and The Permanent represent three categories of 
Interstices created in three different physical settings. An 
Interstice can, thus, operate as a temporary set-up; 
alternative localities outside the regular, familiar 
environment can be chosen; or more permanent scenarios 
can be designed. It is important to choose the setting that 
is best suited to the intention one has for the potential 
Interstice and the context in which it is going to operate. 
Also based on the intention and the context, a disturbance 
is chosen (The Crack), the desired affective impact is 
considered (The Affect), as well as the use of aesthetic-
material elements (The Means) that can create this 
disturbance and impact. In The Temporary the idea was to 
create a calm atmosphere and leave the participants in a 
state of pensiveness. Hence the meditative music and the 
sitting/lying position on the floor were chosen. In The 
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External the intention was to expand the personal 
expression, and the theatre with its stages, spotlights and 
rehearsals was an obvious choice to create social 
interaction and engagement among the participants. The 
set design in The Permanent sets the stage for a position 
and movement around the room that is different from a 
regular meeting room, and this created a disturbance in 
one’s perception of how to act in a meeting situation. In 
other words, in addition to the four concepts (The Micro-
utopia, The Crack, The Means and The Affect) and the 
physical settings (The Temporary, The External and The 
Permanent) the outlined examples also provide an 
additional three approaches that can be used actively and 
in a reflective manner when working with Interstices. 
These approaches relate to the mode – the way specific 
social interactions are supported and a certain atmosphere 
created. Here we have named them Calm, Social 
engagement, and Movement & Position.
This gives us the following design approaches and focal 
points for the practical work with Interstices: 
• The four concepts The Micro-utopia, The Crack, 
The Means and The Affect
• Three categories associated with the 
physical setting: The Temporary, The External, 
and The Permanent.
• Three approaches associated with the mode, here 
exemplified by Calm, Social engagement and
Movement & Position.
(See figure 5)
These are obviously only a selection of the approaches 
one can choose when working with the physical setting 
and the mode.
These categories, approaches and concepts are intended 
as an emerging framework for the practical work with 
Interstices in systemic process consultation and 
participatory innovation. It offers concrete support for 
active and reflective choices concerning the design of the 
Micro-utopia/Interstice. Although the concepts intention
and context guide the choices in designing the Micro-
utopia/Interstice and hence play an important role in a
reflective work, we have consciously omitted these 
topics, since this paper focuses on the aesthetic-material 
and spatial dimension as a generative force used in 
process consultation. 
It is our hope that this paper and the emerging framework 
will make a contribution to an operationalization of 
Interstice. We believe that Interstice, through the 
aesthetic-material aspects and the space as a procedural 
force, has a potential for application in both systemic 
process consultation and in participatory innovation as an 
alternative ‘innovation space’. Through new ways of 
‘setting the scenes’ and new ways of creating a sense of 
‘togetherness’ between participants this alternative space 
differs from the ones that focus on idea generation and 
associated tools. An Interstice is a place for ‘The poetics 
of the un-thought’ (Thrift 2008), a place where the poetic 
aspect of what we do not yet know, what may emerge, is 
appreciated. It opens up a space for ‘what is aside from
itself’ (Beyes et al. 2011) – what is new and unusual –
without expectations of a specific result, but aiming at 
familiarity with the potential which, through an inter-
human transitional moment, can intensify a passage to 
becoming-other.
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ABSTRACT 
To shift the social condition within New York City 
subway stations, the service-design prototype 
CurioUs used a performance-oriented framework 
for its interactions with commuters. This article 
examines the project’s use of aesthetics specific to 
performance, from visual cues to the nuances of 
script, as drivers of participatory engagement and 
social dynamics.  
SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT OF THE NYC SUBWAY 
On its subway system, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) serves approximately 5.3 million 
people on a daily basis (Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority n.d.). Interruptions in subway service have 
significant impact, ranging from the scale of 
inconvenience and frustration to the complete shutdown 
of the local economy. Issues and problems can also 
occur outside the purview of the agency that maintains 
the infrastructure: A lack of stewardship is evident in 
the public’s choices to litter subway station areas with 
trash and debris; vandalize platforms, cars, and signage; 
and commit rude, and sometimes violent, acts against 
fellow commuters.  
There are beautiful moments to be witnessed 
underground as well: The MTA’s Music Under New 
York (MUNY) program (Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority n.d.) organizes select performances on 
subway platforms and station areas. To address 
problems the MTA did not undertake, however, our 
design team focused instead on the subway’s “informal 
performers”—buskers, dancers, and other artists—who 
tended to interact more freely with their audiences. Our 
observations of informal performers indicated that the 
dynamic elements of performance could potentially shift 
the tone of the commuter experience from passive to 
participatory. A participatory atmosphere became our 
key to designing an experience that could contribute to a 
sense of community, stewardship, and safety 
underground.  
While the goals of the performers we studied might 
include earning enough money to make a living, we 
focused on receiving enough social capital to serve our 
own goals of altering the interpersonal atmosphere of 
the subway. Our case study, CurioUs, was a designed 
performance intended to prototype a service that would 
fill a gap on the MTA’s existing offerings. The 
experience we created leverages elements of successful 
informal performances in order to create a conducive 
space for interaction amongst strangers.  
PERFORMANCE AS A DYNAMIC METHOD 
OF ENGAGEMENT 
The design team’s primary methods of research 
included interviews with professional performers in 
music and dance, observation of informal performers in 
the subway, and prototyping design interventions. The 
project borrowed elements from multiple disciplines 
including the staging and improvisation of theatre, the 
rules and mechanics of game design, and the 
assumption modelling of community organizing.  
In CurioUs, aesthetics and dynamics are distinct, yet 
inextricable aspects of experience design. We define 
“aesthetics” as the sensory elements in a composition 
that invite participation and meaning-making through 
the use of a system (Petersen et al. 2004). In a lecture 
given at Stanford University, Clifford Naas described 
aesthetic elements as either unplanned with unintended 
consequences, or intentionally constructed for certain 
outcomes; in the latter case, these elements can then be 
triggers for dynamic processes (Naas 2013). With the 
project’s social goals, we see “dynamics” as the changes 
that occur between people, achieved through a series of 
interactions triggered by designed aesthetic elements. 
 
Our primary concern in the project was the use of 
aesthetics that would set in motion a series of verbal, 
written, and physical interactions in the guise of mutual 
and non-commercial gift exchange, ultimately creating a 
dynamic change: from a set of individual routines to a 
shared sense of community. 
SETTING THE TONE 
CurioUs was deliberately timed for the height of 
commerce and gifting in New York, the 2011  
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Christmas holiday shopping season, which had evolved 
into something of an American sport scored by sales 
rather than goodwill. The exchanges of CurioUs are a 
soft gesture towards a political sentiment of a new New 
Deal, a question raised at the time by the media of what 
America would become (again) as it navigated a deep 
recession. It is this reawakening of a world driven by 
people and not profits, punctuated by the recent Occupy 
movement, that helped prime our audience for a new 
type of exchange that holiday season, a return to well 
wishes and expressions of kindness between strangers. 
The styling of our costumes evoked the New Deal with 
coordinated colors and accessories that also identified 
us as a group. Working with a neutral palette of tan, 
brown, and black, accented with bright mustard yellow, 
we chose practical shoes and stockings, smart ties and 
headwear, and crisp dresses that would suggest the 
uniforms of service women (see Figure 1). Our hair and 
makeup mimicked the styles of the 1930s. The matching 
attire—clearly out of place with current fashion yet, just 
as clearly, intentionally so—signalled to commuters that 
a performance was about to take place, a suggestion that 
came from Rachel Lehrer, a professional dancer in public 
space (Lehrer 2011). As such, our appearance often 
resulted in a double-take and an expectant observation 
of our preparations. 
 
Figure 1: Costumes and props for the CurioUs performance 
CREATING A STAGE  
Multiple subway stations below Union Square Park 
service a variety of service lines, including the 
1,2,3,4,5,6, Q and L trains facilitating travel across 
boroughs. Because of the density of the network here, the 
flow of commuter traffic is plentiful and consistent, 
affording a constant stream of activity. An interview with 
Matthew Nichols, a professional subway performer, 
directed our attention to the optimal spaces for 
performance specifically noting the underground 
hallways and platforms. In contrast to the open and 
highly visible mezzanines, the stairways on train 
platforms function as acoustic shelters, effectively 
creating small stage spaces that break up the din of 
arriving trains and overhead announcements (Nichols 
2011). Because these areas are more confined than the 
open mezzanines, informal performers must practice 
different types of performance configurations in order to 
interact freely with their audience. The intimacy of space 
is perfect for agile, highly mobile performers wearing 
their instruments-to-go. Details like this influenced 
aesthetic decisions in the design of our props (wearable 
gift trays, hand-carried megaphone) and the 
choreography of our movements. 
LAYOUT OF SPACE AND TIME 
We created a performance loop in which our performers 
“walk” the space while asking for interactions from 
commuters (see Figure 2). Visual impairments, by way of 
structural elements on the platform, cause performers to be 
flexible in their approach to space, as they often meet their 
audience in between these elements. Walking the space, 
another performance tactic gleaned from Lehrer, closes the 
boundaries of the stage and shifts the tone from passive to 
participatory, so that anyone entering the performance space 
must, by default, negotiate engagement (Lehrer 2011). This 
tactic is a basis for the CurioUs performers’ interactions with 
the public.  
 
Figure 2: Performers begin to walk the space 
To help ensure participation, a few ‘extra’ actors were 
planted in the audience as commuters. They acted 
surprised and interested, asking questions and modelling 
ideal behaviours. As models of interaction, extras were 
strategically positioned to demonstrate the connection 
between CurioUs performance and participant action. 
When critical mass of audience accrued, the extras 
provided members the necessary permission for 
participation. This tactic is often seen in flash-mob 
activities, in interactive theatre, and by traveling sales 
persons to demonstrate the intended activity (what is it, 
how long will it take) and prove a positive result.  
A timeline was also deliberately structured for 
interaction. The rhythm of the platform space is 
measured by the alternating sounds of approaching 
trains, shuffling crowds, and pauses in between travel, 
and can be predicted by posted schedules or heard via 
public transportation service announcements. Informal 
performers use pauses to their advantage by capturing 
and interacting with small momentary audiences within 
the time limit. Any sound—including voice and 
music—must be shallow (reaching a limited area), 
short, and intermittent to fit into the dominant program 
of the space. Informal performers must anticipate and 
adapt their repertoire, creating aural textures to fill the 
pauses and add an intimate quality to the experience. In 
one such scenario, an opera singer waited between 
service announcements to sing, in order to leverage the 
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lack of noise and avoid overcompensating volume by 
straining her voice. In another instance, we observed a 
couple using a brief repertoire of musical medley with 
recognizable classic music or popular film score. 
Similarly, the Hostess’ pitch was kept as brief as the 
interlude between train arrivals (about two minutes). 
SCRIPTS AND IMPROVISATION 
Each of three performers had a script for engaging with 
audience members, which invited interaction in a 
character-specific manner and included select 
vocabulary to create immersion in a sense of time and 
place. The Hostess’ script set the incremental actions of 
the performance in motion, and was synchronized with 
the automated public announcement made whenever a 
train arrived at the platform. 
CurioUs, December 2011 
H: Ladies and gentlemen! Witness two ladies of 
extraordinary character: On my left, feast your eyes on she 
who trades the most fantastical of wishes! And on my right, 
she who wages dream for dream! Many have tried, none 
have succeeded, to walk away without something of 
consequence. Surely there’s a man or a woman of a stout 
heart and a spirit of fortitude to best my entourage in a 
trade of wish for wish or dream for dream? 
Transcript 1: CurioUs Hostess’ script 
Triggered by the Hostess’ call to action, the two Stewards’ 
scripts began with verbal prompts to invite direct 
interaction with people on the platform. These facilitators 
of asynchronous exchange gently prompted participation 
through a simple call and response to the crowd and to 
each other: “Wishes...” “Dreams...” Individually, the 
simple instructions “Would you like to trade a wish for a 
dream?” framed the interaction within established rules and 
transported commuters into a safe space for participation. 
CurioUs, December 2011 
S1, S2:   Wishes... Dreams... 
      Curious? 
      You look like a fine lady/a smart gentleman... 
      Won’t you share a wish, to take a wish? 
      Times are tough, but we can’t lose our spirit. 
Transcript 2: CurioUs Stewards’ script 
In contrast to the Hostess’ script, the Steward’s scripts 
were further influenced by improvisation techniques in 
order to accommodate commuter input. The Stewards 
used phrases chosen to reflect language of the era (a nod 
to strong roles for women in the economic downturn) 
and to scaffold improvised dialogue.  
CurioUs, December 2011 
S1:         Somethin’ on your mind? 
      Ain’t gonna hurt ya       
      That’s okay, honey 
      Easy, handsome 
S2:         Fair enough 
      Yes, ma’am 
      There’s no charge 
      Needn’t be worried 
Transcript 3: CurioUs Steward’s language 
INTERACTIONS AND REACTIONS 
As a service, CurioUs offered the facilitation of a 
system of interrelated gift-exchange actions. 
Anachronistic visual and verbal elements combined to 
reference a time in collective memory when gifting was 
complicated by rationing and economic realities of a 
depression. As these sensory cues suggested 
performance, and not real life, they acted as an 
invitation to do something a bit removed from the usual 
routine: get involved. In this way, the nature of the 
commuters’ engagement with performance shifted from 
observant to participatory.  
Each performer carried a prop that would reinforce her 
character’s role in the interaction. The Hostess spoke 
through a particularly large megaphone, suggesting 
performance-based examples of a bygone era, such as 
would be used in a circus: exaggerated in scale for 
visibility and as a signal for attention (see Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3: Hostess’ prop, an oversized megaphone 
The Stewards carried cigarette-style service trays 
containing a stack of pencils and rows of small 
envelopes with “Curious?” printed on the outside (see 
Figure 4). The envelopes contained yet another prompt: 
“I would like you to have my _____.” This text was 
carefully crafted to be clear, concise, polite, and easily 
customized by each commuter.  
 
Figure 4: Steward’s prop, a tray filled with gift cards and pencils 
Prompted by the Stewards’ invitation, “Won’t you share 
a wish...”, agreeable commuters were offered a blank 
card to fill (see Figure 5). They wrote their offer of a 
wish or dream onto the card before sealing it inside the 
envelope (see Figure 6). The act of opening and closing 
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a wish...”, agreeable commuters were offered a blank 
card to fill (see Figure 5). They wrote their offer of a 
wish or dream onto the card before sealing it inside the 
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the envelope was not unlike the reveal of unwrapping a 
gift. Filled envelopes were arranged in the tray to display the 
gift one might receive, concealed like a secret from another 
commuter who had stood on the very same platform. 
The Stewards further invited participation with casual 
movement through the stage area, sometimes using no more 
than a glance and smile to welcome commuters to look 
closer, inquire, and participate. There was no ‘hard sell’ in 
this service acting as a conduit for good will. This type of 
open invitation can also be seen with street and subway 
musicians who often present only the simple trigger for 
interaction of an overturned hat or jar for collecting tips.  
 
Figure 5: Steward’s prop, a tray filled with gift cards and pencils 
 
Figure 6: A commuter offers a gift to another commuter 
Once the commuter realized their potential contribution, an 
intimate gift, would be exchanged with another commuter 
yet to come, they unwittingly became actors in the 
performance. This is the critical point where few turned 
back; the interruption, a solicitation for exchange, triggered a 
shift in awareness of agency and influence on one another. 
At this moment, the rush of time seemed to stop for them, as 
though schedules no longer existed; they were deeply 
engaged in the interaction and the service depended on their 
exchange. These new actors would take the card as if it were 
precious and find a spot to think carefully about what they 
might give, and several asked, “Can I have more time (to fill 
out my card)?” although a time limit had never been implied. 
This made them seem determined to leave a gift worth the 
mystery they themselves were experiencing as they 
performed the service, waiting for the final interaction, the 
retrieval and consumption of their own gift. One gentleman 
received a “Beard,” tracking down their Steward to exclaim, 
“I’m trying to grow a beard!” A winter-happy woman 
gushed, “I got ‘Snow’!” The reactions from commuters were 
frequently energetic and positive, including inquiries of 
“Will you be back?” and “Can I give you money? Let me 
give you money” accompanied by a wad of cash, indicating 
that the service had some considerable value.  
INSIGHTS FOR SOCIAL DESIGN 
We identified several effects of aesthetics on interpersonal 
interaction in public space. First, well-defined performance 
rules outlined the sensory aspects of space, time, and cues 
ensured that our audience would understand how to interact 
without being told explicitly. Second, the aesthetics reflected 
a specific context—juxtaposing anachronistic references 
against the gesture of gifting in a challenging economic 
climate—that accumulatively created our scene and allowed 
us to pull commuters out of their everyday experience. 
Third, through interaction the commuters produced some of 
the content in a service that was for and by them; the 
performers’ role was to guide their participation. Due to our 
use of aesthetic elements for performance, context, and 
interaction, we found that the ‘extra’ actors were not needed 
to activate the audience, as the group turned over with each 
new train; instead, they served to reassure novice performers 
and provide a perceived safety net for engagement.  
Finally, we incorporate intrinsic rewards, or the intangible 
sense of satisfaction in giving; which may be first presented 
in the guise of extrinsic rewards, or tangible evidence of 
recognition. Initially our audience responded to the ask, 
“Will you give...?” Yet, when they realized they would be 
on the receiving end of another commuter’s generosity, the 
exchange transformed with a sense of responsibility in 
creating their gift. As commuters evolved from audience 
members to actors, our performance became a service of 
sharing good will. The commuters demonstrated 
stewardship in their newfound community, while trading 
what can only be fleeting: wishes and dreams. 
REFERENCES 
Lehrer, R. (2011) Performing in Public Space 
[Interview by A. Findeiss, E. Labay, K. Tierney]. New 
York, 3 November 2011 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (n.d.) Facts and 
Figures [online]. Available from 
<http://www.mta.info/nyct/facts/ffsubway.htm> [04 
October 2011] 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (n.d.) Arts for 
Transit and Urban Design [online]. Available from 
<http://www.mta.info/mta/aft/muny> [04 October 2011] 
Naas, C. (2013) Computers and Interfaces [Lecture], 
module COMM169/269, 25 February 2013. Stanford: 
Stanford University 
Nichols, M. (2011) Interaction with Commuters and 
Repurposing of Space [Interview by A. Findeiss]. New 
York, 11 October 2011 
Petersen, M., Iversen, O., Krogh, P., and Ludvigsen, M. 
(2004) 'Aesthetic interaction: a pragmatist's aesthetics of 
interactive systems'. Proceedings of the 2004 
conference on Designing Interactive...., held 2004. 
Cambridge, Massachussetts, USA: PRESS
96 Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed Participationarticipatory Innovati  Conference 2013, L hti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
AESTHETIC PERFORMANCE: 
COORDINATION OF DYNAMICS IN 
INTERACTION  
JEANETTE LANDGREBE 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN DENMARK 
LANDGREBE@SDU.DK
ABSTRACT  
This article deals with how an aesthetic performance is 
enacted and coordinated by a performance group 
attracting attention and engaging commuters in a public 
space. Multimodal interactional resources and they way 
they are coordinated by interactants are investigated, 
and includes verbal and non-verbal actions, gaze 
orientation, active and static interactional strategies and 
props. From the data investigated, it seems that the 
performance act is divided into different stages which 
each calls for different strategies; the group’s initiation 
of the entire performance act reveals that the group 
stand out as uncoordinated and it may have a 
significance for whether the ‘street’ performers manage 
to stay in character or not. Once attention from 
commuters is obtained, a continued gaze from these 
commuters opens up for subsequent interaction, which 
then ultimately may result in the successful handing 
over of a card, if physically prompted by the performer.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
Ross & Wensveen (2010) have developed a notion 
termed Aesthetic Interaction, made up of four 
principles: 1) has practical use next to intrinsic value; 2) 
has social and ethical dimensions; 3) has satisfying 
dynamic form; 4) involves the whole human being. 
They build their conceptions with inspiration from the 
philosophical theory of Pragmatist Aesthetics by 
Shusterman (2000). Thus, in defining an aesthetic 
experience, they talk of how both the intellectual and 
bodily dimension of the human being is in fact part of 
an aesthetic experience. Further Petersen et al. (2004)  
 
advocate ‘capitalizing on people’s mind and body in 
interaction’, emphasising the dynamic aspect of 
aesthetics (Ross & Wensveen (2010: 4). Though these 
scholars’ work primarily evolves around concrete 
design products, the same principles can be applied to a 
different type of ‘designed’ interaction such as a public 
performance act, which does not entail a physical 
product per se. From a conversational analytical (CA) 
perspective, however, principle no 3 is perhaps the most 
relevant as the notion of ‘form’ is described as ‘dynamic 
and opens design up to the dynamics of product and 
person behaviour in interaction’ (Ross & Wensveen, 
2010:3). In the field of CA, interaction, be it talk, 
embodiment, gaze or physical movement is action, i.e. 
interaction can be interpreted as being inherently 
dynamic as it ‘does something’. The aim of this article 
is thus to demonstrate, from a CA perspective, how a 
performance group in the New York City subway 
system aesthetically enact their performance for 
commuters, i.e. how multimodal interactional resources 
are enacted and coordinated as part of the performance 
group’s overall aim of attracting attention and engaging 
their targeted audience.  
BACKGROUND 
The purpose of the CuriouUs performance act was to 
engage commuters on a subway platform in a character-
driven performance act. The desired outcome of this 
performance act was ‘to create a sense of community 
amongst commuters through the playful facilitation of 
aspirational ‘gift’ exchanges…and… to engage 
commuters in playful exchanges and collaborative 
behaviour’ (Findeiss et al., unpublished manuscript, p.1) 
To reach this outcome the group invited commuters to 
write down on a card a ‘wish’, ‘dream’ or ‘hope’ for a 
fellow random commuter. Another commuter could 
then subsequently receive this ‘wishful’ card. The cards 
were available on a tray held by two performers, who 
mingled with the commuters, whilst the third performer 
remained in a static position, attracting attention of 
passers-by and steering the performance act by the 
assistance of a megaphone. The CurioUs performance 
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act was staged in a New York City subway totalling 
three primary performers:  
 
Figure 1: Image of the performance group: performer B (left), 
performer/speaker A (the centre), performer C (right).  
In the planning phase, the group took a series of 
strategic decisions, e.g. in terms of costumes, props and 
so forth, and further prepared how to enact their 
performance based on carefully elaborated manuscripts. 
In addition, covert performers (so-called planted 
commuters) formed part of the performance group in the 
sense that they were strategically placed on the subway 
platform to assist in prompting commuters to engage in 
interaction (Findeiss et al., this volume).  
DATA  
The data subjected to analysis come from a number of 
short video clips of the CuriouUs prototype 
performance, which was staged on a New York City 
subway platform in December 2011. In total 37 short 
video clips were provided by the CuriousUs project 
team. These video fragments range from a couple of 
seconds up to app. one minute, and include clips from 
the team’s arrival and set-up of the actual performance, 
the costumes and props used, clips of prompting 
interactions and encounters with commuters in transit. 
For the purposes of this paper, focus is on the prompting 
and coordinating interaction between the performance 
group themselves as well as performer interactions with 
authentic commuters. 
TRANSCRIPTION 
The data have been transcribed following the 
transcription conventions developed by Gail Jefferson 
(Jefferson, 2004), and adapted to the Clan software 
(MacWhinney, 2000). Verbal transcriptions are 
supplemented by visual illustrations on an ad-hoc basis. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
The research methodology applied in this paper is 
Conversation Analysis (CA) (Heritage, 1984). CA is an 
emic approach documenting members’ own interaction 
by the detailed and systematic analysis of talk-in-
interaction, encompassing both mundane and 
institutional interaction (Heritage, 1995; 1997; 2004). 
Initially, CA was purely oriented to analysing audio-
recordings. However, with the advent of video, much 
research gradually moved from being purely ‘talk-
oriented’ to embracing aspects of multimodality, e.g. 
Goodwin (1979, 1980, 1981), and with him a number of 
other scholars have since then embraced multimodality, 
e.g. Streeck (1996), Heath & Luff (2000), Jones & 
LeBaron (2002), Mondada (2006), Nevile (2007). 
Today, the notion of multimodality is referred to as 
”human social interactions, which document the precise 
ways in which talk, gesture, gaze, and aspects of the 
material surround are brought together to form 
coherent courses of action” (Stivers & Sidnell, 2005:1).  
In particular, CA research conducted in work place 
studies acknowledges the relevance of ‘the material 
surround’ (e.g. Heath 1986; Heath & Hindsmarsh, 2000, 
Glenn & LeBaron (2011). Recently, systematic studies 
of that kind have emerged in the research field of 
innovation and design (Matthews, 2009; Heinemann et 
al., 2009; Oak, 2011; Luck, 2009; McDonnell, 2011, 
Nevile, 2011; Landgrebe, 2011; Landgrebe & 
Heinemann, 2012; Nielsen, 2012) as tangible objects are 
frequently an intrinsic interactional resource for 
participants in such settings. However, knowledge about 
the participants’ own perception of the different 
materials and their so-called affordances remains fairly 
scarce. Investigation so far demonstrate inter alia how 
objects can be transformed to so-called props, and that 
this transformation takes place in a highly coordinated 
joint cooperation between participants, involving both 
verbal and visual actions as well as a physical ‘stage’ 
(Landgrebe & Wagner, forth). Further, it has shown that 
the affordances of objects as an interactional resource 
differ depending on whether they are perceived of as so-
called design props or theatrical props, and that design 
props seem to work as catalysts for creative processes, 
in contrast to theatrical props which merely assist the 
actor in his/her action. Yet other investigations have 
shown that being in possession of or manipulating an 
object may ‘empower’ a participant in a negotiation or 
decision-making process (Heinemann et al., 2009; 
Heinemann, 2011; Landgrebe & Heinemann, 2012; 
Landgrebe, 2012).  
In the following, focus is on analysing features of 
interaction between interactants, including how 
coordination of verbal and non-verbal actions, gaze 
orientation, active and static interactional strategies and 
props are significant for the success of attracting 
attention of passers-by and to engage them in interaction 
with performers.  
ANALYSIS SECTION 
There is a distinction between merely attracting 
attention from passers-by and getting the same passers-
by to engage in interaction with a character-driven 
performance group. Different interactional strategies are 
likely to come into play, depending on whether you as a 
performer want to achieve the former or the latter. For 
instance, Mondada (2009) describes how participants in 
public space achieve mutual orientation of bodies and 
gaze as a ‘precondition for social interaction’ 
(2009:1978) through spatial and multimodal resources. 
In the following I first describe how the CurioUs 
performance act is initiated, after which I describe two 
different strategies taken by performers as part of their 
aim to interact with commuters. The analysis section is 
finalized by describing how a performer actively 
ensures that a commuter accepts a card. 
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Initiating the performance act
Excerpt 1 shows the performance act is initiated to 
attract the attention of commuters in transit in the NY 
subway system. One performer (A) holds a megaphone 
up in front of her and commences the performance act 
whilst the two other performers (B and C) stand ready to 
mingle with commuters. 
(1) File 11/Attracting attention: 
 
01 A: ladies and gentleme:::n ↘ (1.1) ↓bo:ys↓  
02   and↓gi::::rls↓ 
03   (1.1) 
04   wi:tness two::: ladies≋ of≋ extr↑o::rdinary     
05    characte:::r↘   
06   (0.7) 
 
Excerpt 1: Attracting the attention of commuters  
  
Figure 1: Initiation of the performance act, attracting attention 
A initiates the performance verbally in the form of 
‘ladies and gentlemen (1.1) boys and girls’ (line 01), 
which is a prototypical formal introduction (Atkinson, 
1982). In the 1.1 s. turn internal pause, B fiddles with 
her tray, C gazes at A, and one commuter (X) turns to 
gaze at the group. During the last part of A’s utterance 
commuter X’s facial expression turns from ‘neutral’ to 
‘smiling’, while still in motion: 
 
Figure 2: Commuter X’s facial expression turning from neutral to 
smiling. 
In as much as a partial goal of the performance group is 
to attract the attention of passers-by, it seems that A 
accomplishes her task. However, being three primary 
actors in this performance act, visually it seems that 
neither B nor C has begun to take an active part in the 
performance act yet: B fiddles with her tray, not gazing 
up until the end of A’s turn at talk, whilst C gazes at A 
during most of her introductory part. This gaze is 
reciprocated by A twice; first after her uttering ‘ladies 
and gentlemen’, next after having completed her turn at 
talk with ‘boys and girls’. This stepping-in-and-out-of-
character by A, displays that A seeks approval from C 
on her ‘performance’, whilst C reciprocates (and does in 
fact approve A’s actions) by nodding back at her both 
times.  
Following A’s initiation of the performance act, and 
prior to her verbal introduction of her two fellow 
performers, we see how B physically prepares to be part 
of the performance (1.1s pause, line 03), whilst C 
maintains an orientation to A:  
Figure 3: Lack of coordination between B and C (1.1 s. pause, line 03) 
During this pause, B stops fiddling with the props in her 
tray, gazes up fronting her eyes to the camera, and does 
a slight change in posture; C continues to gaze at A, and 
A in turn gazes back at C and exchanges an almost 
invisible head nod with C, who nods back at her twice, 
as if to signal ‘let the show begin’. Three interactional 
strategies thus seem to be at play simultaneously; 1) A 
performing and seeking approval of her ‘doing’ from C; 
2) B preparing for her active performance; 3) C 
orienting to and approving A’s actions.  
In the on-going interaction (lines 04 to 05), A verbally 
introduces her two co-performers B and C. As a non-
verbal response to this, B steps into her character by 
taking a couple of steps away from A, positioning 
herself with a more outgoing appearance. C, on the 
other hand, remains static, and moves her gaze away 
from A to gazing down. Once A utters ‘extraordinary 
character’, paradoxically both B and C gaze down.  
What seems to be at play here is that A, with her 
megaphone and the one being in verbal control, 
manages to stay in her character, while B takes physical 
steps towards being part of the performance, but then 
steps out of her role again, and C still struggles to 
commit herself to the entire performance act.  
Performance or acting has similar traits to those of 
dance (Keevallik, 2013) or so-called freeze 
performances (Lang Hing Tin et al., forthc), i.e. where 
coordinating actions between the performers are an 
integral part of the entire performance. In the example 
above the social organization of initiating the 
performance act stands out as un-coordinated, because 
all three participants either step in and out of character 
or simply refrain from stepping into character. This lack 
of visual (and physical) co-ordination seems to be un-
consequential for A’s attracting attention of passers-by, 
but stands in contrast with her verbal introduction of the 
performance act, which is not coordinated visually by 
her fellow participants. In sum, aesthetically, (i.e. 
verbally, visually and physically) the group does not 
appear as a unity, with the same goal in mind, i.e. they 
have not yet formed a joint participation framework 
(Goodwin, 1996). 
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Setting the stage for engaging with commuters
Thus having initiated the performance act by attracting 
the attention of passers-by and verbally introduced her 
two co-participants as someone ‘extraordinary in 
character’, A verbally singles out her co-performers by 
presenting them, one by one. By doing this she also 
accounts for their role or purpose; offering wishes and 
dreams to passers-by. Further, this introduction marks 
the next stage of the performance: engaging with 
commuters. 
(2) File 11/ presenting the two co-performers 
 
07  A:  on my le::ft  (0.3) feast your eyes on she who  
08  ↓trades ↘ the most *fa:n↑ta::stical wi::she::s↘  
09  (0.6) 
10 A: and on my (0.1) ri:ght s:::he who wages   
11             dre:am for dre:am↘ 
Excerpt 2: A presenting her two co-performers 
During this part of the performance act, a similar 
interaction unfolds as the one described above. 
However, it differs in the sense that this time B does not 
step out of her character, whilst C still has problems 
stepping into hers. 
In what goes on next, performer A verbally invites for 
commuters to stop before heading off again and leave a 
dream for a dream or a wish for a wish. The next step 
for B and C is thus to interact with commuters in transit 
and engage them in exchanging wishes and dreams. The 
goal is that commuters should write down a wish or a 
dream for someone else to receive. For this to take 
place, commuters are invited to take a card from the 
trays held by B and C, and thus reposition it on the tray, 
for someone else to pick it up later on, or to exchange 
wishes directly. 
Different interactional strategies prompt different 
responses
That different interactional strategies on the part of 
performer B and C prompt different commuter 
responses is illustrated in excerpt 3. In this sequence A 
has once again verbally initiated the performance act by 
presenting her two fellow performers, and we enter the 
interaction when she is about to finish her presentation 
of performer C (line 01). To align with A’s presentation 
of her, C lifts her right hand up in the air and does a 
slight wave gesture to show the commuters that A is in 
fact talking of her. She does, however, not move away 
from her position, and maintains her right hand in the 
air when A’s initiates introduction of B in lines 03-04 
(‘and on’) (see also figure 4). B’s coordinating action to 
this introduction is first to stand still, then in the turn-
internal 0.2. s. pause she moves her torso slightly to the 
left, as if to align with A’s verbal utterance ‘and to my 
left’, thus presenting herself visually to the commuters. 
In the last part of A’s turn at talk (still lines 03-04), B 
slowly moves her torso from the left towards the right to 
finalize her visual self-presentation. Concurrently with 
this, C remains static, until A utters ‘dream for dream’. 
In the 0.4 s. pause following A’s verbal introduction of 
B, we see that both B and C align their bodies in same 
direction, with their right side fronting A; B gazing in 
the direction of C; C gazing out towards potential 
commuters on the platform. 
(3) File 54/ A dynamic strategy makes the difference 
 
01  A:  ↑magical ↓wishe:s ↘ 
02  (0.2) 
03  ↑and on my left (0.2) she who wages dream    
04  for ↓dream↘ 
05  (0.4) 
06  surely there is someone stout of heart and  
07  xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
08  (0.3) 
09  befo:re you head off (.) consider  (0.5)  
10  stopping and leaving a dream for a  
11  ↓dream≋or a wish for a wish 
12  (1.9) 
Excerpt 3: A dynamic strategy makes the difference 
 
 
 
Figure 4: A’s introduction of B; body postures of B and C during that 
introduction.  
For some time now two male commuters have been 
standing to the left of the platform gazing at the 
performance group. As early as in line 01 (on ‘magical 
wishes’) they passed by to the left of the platform, 
closest to B. Simultaneously, a commuter to the right 
side of the platform standing still, gazes at the group as 
well (see figure 5).  
 
Figure 5: Two commuters (Z &Y) strolling by, on A’s ‘magical 
wishes’ (line 01); one static commuter gazing at the group 
Z and Y show interest in the performance group as they 
stop and turn to watch the show. In the following 
interaction (lines 06-08), Z and Y continue gazing at the 
group, with smiley faces. They are thus obvious ‘targets 
for B, who does, however, not look in their direction 
(see figure 6). The third commuter (to the right) is an 
obvious target for C, who does in fact take a few 
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presenting them, one by one. By doing this she also 
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Excerpt 2: A presenting her two co-performers 
During this part of the performance act, a similar 
interaction unfolds as the one described above. 
However, it differs in the sense that this time B does not 
step out of her character, whilst C still has problems 
stepping into hers. 
In what goes on next, performer A verbally invites for 
commuters to stop before heading off again and leave a 
dream for a dream or a wish for a wish. The next step 
for B and C is thus to interact with commuters in transit 
and engage them in exchanging wishes and dreams. The 
goal is that commuters should write down a wish or a 
dream for someone else to receive. For this to take 
place, commuters are invited to take a card from the 
trays held by B and C, and thus reposition it on the tray, 
for someone else to pick it up later on, or to exchange 
wishes directly. 
Different interactional strategies prompt different 
responses
That different interactional strategies on the part of 
performer B and C prompt different commuter 
responses is illustrated in excerpt 3. In this sequence A 
has once again verbally initiated the performance act by 
presenting her two fellow performers, and we enter the 
interaction when she is about to finish her presentation 
of performer C (line 01). To align with A’s presentation 
of her, C lifts her right hand up in the air and does a 
slight wave gesture to show the commuters that A is in 
fact talking of her. She does, however, not move away 
from her position, and maintains her right hand in the 
air when A’s initiates introduction of B in lines 03-04 
(‘and on’) (see also figure 4). B’s coordinating action to 
this introduction is first to stand still, then in the turn-
internal 0.2. s. pause she moves her torso slightly to the 
left, as if to align with A’s verbal utterance ‘and to my 
left’, thus presenting herself visually to the commuters. 
In the last part of A’s turn at talk (still lines 03-04), B 
slowly moves her torso from the left towards the right to 
finalize her visual self-presentation. Concurrently with 
this, C remains static, until A utters ‘dream for dream’. 
In the 0.4 s. pause following A’s verbal introduction of 
B, we see that both B and C align their bodies in same 
direction, with their right side fronting A; B gazing in 
the direction of C; C gazing out towards potential 
commuters on the platform. 
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Figure 4: A’s introduction of B; body postures of B and C during that 
introduction.  
For some time now two male commuters have been 
standing to the left of the platform gazing at the 
performance group. As early as in line 01 (on ‘magical 
wishes’) they passed by to the left of the platform, 
closest to B. Simultaneously, a commuter to the right 
side of the platform standing still, gazes at the group as 
well (see figure 5).  
 
Figure 5: Two commuters (Z &Y) strolling by, on A’s ‘magical 
wishes’ (line 01); one static commuter gazing at the group 
Z and Y show interest in the performance group as they 
stop and turn to watch the show. In the following 
interaction (lines 06-08), Z and Y continue gazing at the 
group, with smiley faces. They are thus obvious ‘targets 
for B, who does, however, not look in their direction 
(see figure 6). The third commuter (to the right) is an 
obvious target for C, who does in fact take a few 
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hesitant steps towards her (in the 0.3 s pause, line 08), 
see figure 6.  
 
Figure 6: 3 gazing commuters – C takes action; B stands still 
However, when C gets in motion, this third commuter 
stops gazing and slowly turns her back to C. This causes 
C to abandon her active course (see figure 7). 
 
Figure 7: Active and static actions by B and C during A‘s talk in lines 
10-12 (excerpt 3) - the two take different interactional approaches thus 
entailing two distinct outcomes. 
At A’s verbal invitation for commuters to stop and 
exchange wishes and dreams (lines 10-12) B takes 
action to approach the gazing and smiling commuters 
(X & Y) to the left, a movement which is neatly 
coordinated with A’s talk. At turn ending, B has reached 
and initiated interaction with the two commuters. 
Simultaneously, C remains more or less in a static 
position, offering her cards to passers-by through verbal 
and gestural actions, but to no avail. In the 1.9 s. pause 
(line 13), C abandons her static strategy, turns around, 
shortly gazes at B, then at A, and heads off to the left of 
the platform to approach incoming commuters in transit, 
see figure 8.  
 
Figure 8: C abandons her static strategy 
 
As is visible from the two different courses of action 
taken by B and C and their success in terms of ‘getting 
hold of’ commuters, two distinct features seem to be of 
import: 1) continued gaze from commuters and 2) a 
static position of commuters. A gazing commuter seems 
to invite the performer to approach him or her, and 
further, a discontinued gaze seems to discourage a 
performer to do so. In both cases, the gazing commuters 
are in a static position during the entire sequence, 
which, paradoxically, is in contrast with A’s concurrent 
verbal invitation to commuters at large to ‘consider 
stopping’ and exchange wishes and dreams. 
When props matter
The final example (excerpt 4), illustrates a successful 
handing over of a wish card from performer to 
commuter. In this excerpt, B stands in front of a 
commuter who has received a card on which he is 
presently writing something. She is engaged in talking 
with him, when she eyes another static commuter next 
to him. She asks him if he is curious, to which his says 
‘yes’ and this prompts her to take out one of the cards 
and hand it to him. He, in turn, accepts the card, see 
figure 9.
 (4) File 39/ When props matter 
 
01  B:  are you curious ↗ 
02 U: ye:::s   
03  B: ?you look like you want one? 
  
Excerpt 4: When props matter 
 
 
Figure 9: Illustration of handing over of wish card 
Just a few seconds before, B talked with a third 
commuter, but did not physically offer a card to her nor 
did the commuter reach for a card. It seems then, that 
for a successful handing over of a card, the performer 
must be the one physically offering it, otherwise no 
exchange will take place. This suggests that these ‘wish’ 
cards have the same functionality as the so-called design 
props which work as catalysts for creative processes 
(Landgrebe & Wagner, forth). In this case, though, the 
catalytic effect is to ensure an exchange of cards. 
CONCLUSION  
In the introductory phase, the goal is to attract attention 
and ensure passers-by stop, thereby opening up for 
interacting with them. The performance group’s 
inability to appear as a unity and to unanimously step 
into character early in the process (and remain in 
character) does not directly influence whether attention 
from commuters is obtained or not, however, visually 
their uncoordinated actions do not seem aesthetically 
appealing. Once attention from commuters is obtained 
and further onwards, it seems crucial that gaze is not 
discontinued on the part of the commuter, so that the 
‘street’ performer can ‘capitalize’ on this gaze, for an 
actual interaction to take place. The two performers who 
aim for interacting with commuters can take different 
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strategies, i.e. an active or static strategy, respectively, 
and we see that an active (more dynamic) performance 
beats a static one, but that a continued gaze from the 
commuter is vital for this active strategy to work. 
Further, indications suggest that ‘staying in character’ 
and the ability to coordinate actions (visual, physical 
and embodied) with the speaker’s attention-grabbing 
utterances may be a more successful interactional 
strategy compared to ‘stepping-in-and-out’ of character. 
From the latter stage of the performance, i.e. the 
performer interaction with commuters and the actual 
exchange of wish cards, it shows that physical actions 
on the part of the performer are crucial for engaging and 
committing commuters, and that at this stage of the 
performance act, it is the prop (i.e. the wish card) and 
the way it is handled by the performer, which is 
significant for whether the ‘show can go on’, thus 
ultimately reaching the latter goal of the entire 
performance act; that of engaging commuters in 
exchanging ‘wishful’ cards. 
In conclusion, it seems that the performance act is 
divided into different stages which each calls for 
different strategies; the group’s initiation of the entire 
performance act reveals that the group stand out as 
uncoordinated and it may have a significance for 
whether the ‘street’ performers manage to stay in 
character or not. Once attention from commuters is 
obtained, a continued gaze from these commuters opens 
up for subsequent interaction with them, which then 
ultimately may result in the successful handing over of a 
card, if physically prompted by the performer.  
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strategies, i.e. an active or static strategy, respectively, 
and we see that an active (more dynamic) performance 
beats a static one, but that a continued gaze from the 
commuter is vital for this active strategy to work. 
Further, indications suggest that ‘staying in character’ 
and the ability to coordinate actions (visual, physical 
and embodied) with the speaker’s attention-grabbing 
utterances may be a more successful interactional 
strategy compared to ‘stepping-in-and-out’ of character. 
From the latter stage of the performance, i.e. the 
performer interaction with commuters and the actual 
exchange of wish cards, it shows that physical actions 
on the part of the performer are crucial for engaging and 
committing commuters, and that at this stage of the 
performance act, it is the prop (i.e. the wish card) and 
the way it is handled by the performer, which is 
significant for whether the ‘show can go on’, thus 
ultimately reaching the latter goal of the entire 
performance act; that of engaging commuters in 
exchanging ‘wishful’ cards. 
In conclusion, it seems that the performance act is 
divided into different stages which each calls for 
different strategies; the group’s initiation of the entire 
performance act reveals that the group stand out as 
uncoordinated and it may have a significance for 
whether the ‘street’ performers manage to stay in 
character or not. Once attention from commuters is 
obtained, a continued gaze from these commuters opens 
up for subsequent interaction with them, which then 
ultimately may result in the successful handing over of a 
card, if physically prompted by the performer.  
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ABSTRACT 
Participants pushing each other around? This paper 
discusses an interactive design presentation in 
which symposium delegates were guided into 
jointly performing as a Human Blender: an 
embodied simulation of a large revolving door like 
sculpture. Participants played either the part of 
wooden door panel portions or acted as if they 
were art gallery visitors interacting in, with, and 
through the recreated giant revolving door panels. 
Analysis unpacks how key factors in the 
collaborative emergent properties of the simulation 
were variations in the dispersion and coming 
together of participant attention, and the collective 
balancing of active versus passive participation. 
Highlighting the different challenges and 
opportunities faced in this unusually full bodied 
experience is proposed to offer insights towards 
organisers of similar physical activities whilst also 
vivify pertinent issues in more conventional forms 
of design related participation.  
A PRESENTERS DILEMMA  
No matter how gorgeous the slides, delivering a 
Powerpoint presentation of a gigantic, playful, social ice 
breaking sculpture at a conference seems counter 
productive, if not downright hypocritical. Doesn't it? 
The first author was struck by this dilemma at a recent 
national research symposium, as the minutes counted 
down to their presentation slot. What last-ditch 
alternatives could there be? Fold up some flipchart 
paper to make a scale model? No, not suitably 
immersive. Ask participants to close their eyes and 
imagine? No, hard to give a real sense of a social 
catalyst when no one is looking at each other.  
How about dividing participants in two groups, lure 
them into the atrium away from the conference room 
and attempt to coax them into performing a life sized 
replica? This seemed likely to result in chaos and 
confusion but these were envisaged as rather fitting 
qualities since they were all aspects of the artefact to be 
presented. And as the penultimate presentation of an 
intellectually engaging but physically sedentary day, 
perhaps delegates might be open to a little exertion and 
thus forgiving of a little embodied experimentation?  
STRUCTURE OF THIS PAPER 
But before hearing more about this joyful experience, 
please bear with us as we outline the structure of this 
jolly, uplifting paper. It seems a good idea to first tell 
you a little about the original interactive installation that 
delegates were later to recreate and mention some 
related work. After that, a few words about the setting 
for the embodied enactment and its impromptu 
documentation. Our analytical approach is then 
outlined and performed, and discussed amongst some 
rather wilder speculation and remarks about how to 
improve similar activities and how all might relate to 
design participation more generally. 
DATA 
Data is sourced from handheld video recordings during 
a presentation slot at a Human Computer Interaction 
national research symposium. Video shows some of the 
approximately 30 delegates responded to the 
encouragement and guidance they received to enact an 
embodied life size demonstration of a large wooden 
design artefact being manipulated by multiple art 
gallery guests. 
The artefact participants re-enacted consisted of a 
configuration of moveable walls rotating about a central 
column in a large room (Figure 1). This structure was 
positioned at the centre of a fixed circle of chairs. The 
four revolving door wooden panels or “blades” were 
shaped and sized so that they would pass closely over 
the knees of guests seated on the chairs. This revolving 
door was engineered around a sure axle, the structural 
column of the art gallery. Thus, despite its considerable 
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weight, it was easy to push the panels from any point 
except very close to the column. The circle of chairs 
filled the width of the room and so in order to progress 
through the gallery, guests needed to revolve the barrier 
by pushing and/or moving in the same rotational 
direction as and when another guest pushed the doors.  
Figure 1 - Effecting direction of revolution required 
negotiation in this wooden “Blender”
At the symposium delegates were shown a quick 
blackboard sketch of the Blender and then invited out of 
the meeting room to participate in a life sized simulation 
in an open space surrounded by offices.  Many delegates 
may have seen images of the Blender on previous 
occasions. A small proportion may also have read about 
it, but it is not known what if anything from these 
previous encounters was recalled.  
At this symposium, there was also a column and a circle 
of seats, but no wooden doors. Instead, the wooden 
panels were “role played” (or mimed) by the male 
delegates. They lined up in four rows, one for each 
panel of the original Blender and attempted to revolve 
in unison when possible in response to being pushed.  
The female delegates undertook the role of art gallery 
visitors who apprehended the original wooden Blender 
at an exhibition launch reception. They were 
encouraged to push male delegates whenever they 
wished or were prompted to navigate their way across 
the simulation of the structure. The roles were divided 
by gender because on this occasion, it offered the 
quickest way to make two equal groups of delegates.  
As mentioned the Human Blender was a rather 
spontaneous exercise. Therefore no preparations were 
undertaken for video documentation. One delegate, 
upon their own initiative made some video recordings 
on their smartphone. This may have been motivated by 
a wish to participate less in the exercise itself, but 
regardless of this, we are grateful for their recordings. 
Their recordings only documented a portion of the 
activity, but their spontaneity gives them a certain value 
as a naïve but authentic participant viewpoint.  
The first author was the creator of the original wooden 
Blender and the facilitator of the Human Blender 
symposium activity. The second author did not 
encounter either Blender until commencing preparations 
for developing this paper.   
In the main, we are not concerned here with the results 
upon gallery visitors of encountering the obstruction of 
a room sized revolving door. This has been discussed 
elsewhere (Mitchell 2009). It is not completely 
appropriate to make comparisons between the original 
Blender and its human re-enactment. The five or so 
minutes that the Human Blender revolved was a much 
more intense and facilitator guided experience than 
encountering its wooden original which was launched at 
a reception lasting several hours and remain installed in 
this real art gallery venue over a period of some weeks.  
RELATED WORK 
Medler and Magerko (2010) have highlighted that 
attempts to incorporate performance techniques to 
support participation in design processes mainly draws 
upon either role playing or improvisational theatre. The 
Human Blender does not fit well under either of these 
categories. The different nature of the tasks set for the 
male door performers and the females performing as 
gallery guests mean the activity as a whole can be seen 
to have qualities of both approaches. Role-playing, 
especially when used to simulate situations in office 
environments or service industries has an emphasis on 
the verbal interactions. In a sense, participants playing 
the part of the Human Blender components were not 
requested to actively act out a role, and certainly not the 
role or character of a person. They were asked to be an 
in-animate object. This shares similarities with 
embodied activities to create maps of how different 
components of a business landscape interact and relate 
(Buur, et al 2013). Such “staging” of business models, 
like the Human Blender can be seen to connect with 
conceptual drama approaches through which spatial 
metaphors for abstract thought are taken literally and 
played out bodily (Cole 1978) and drama training 
techniques that focus upon the relative spatial position 
of actors (Climenhaga 2001). However, the Human 
Blender is not about preparations for performance to 
any kind of audience.  
METHOD 
Our analysis attempts to employ an 
ethnomethodological approach (Heritage 1984). We 
look for how participants orient and respond to each 
other during the activity. The number of participants 
involved and the wide angle position of the video 
documentation means very finely grained 
conversational analysis is not possible. We have opted 
instead for a visually based transcript through which we 
highlight visible physical actions alongside relevant 
body language and gaze events. The transcripts offers 
an orienting general image every 10 seconds of the 35 
second clip.  Interspersed amongst these we point to 
how individual actions contribute, combine, and 
occasionally impede this group exercise. The square 
bracketed numbers in this text relate to the numbers on 
the transcript.  
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RESULTS 
We are concerned with exploring two main questions in 
this analysis, firstly: 
How do revolving wall members show that they are 
doing being portions of a revolving door? 
There appear four main aspects to their enactment of the 
revolving door sculpture. The first is an individual 
action - they show that they are performing as part of an 
object, something other than human. The other three 
aspects, to which this paper will devote more attention 
are more complex due to their interpersonal overlapping 
nature.  
This object that they perform is a collaborative 
enactment with others playing a similar role. The object 
as a whole is intended to possess an interactive property 
– it should rotate upon pushing. As the revolving door 
cannot push itself, its performance thus requires that it is 
treated as this kind of object by others playing a 
different role. Performance of this interactive property 
requires not only coordination between all of the 
participants performing the role of the door but also 
input from, and relating with participants who are 
performing the role of gallery guests. Thus the 
participation framework requires a continuous shifting 
of attention and adjusting of one’s position in relation to 
mobile others – whilst moving oneself. 
DOING BEING A WOODEN PANEL COMPONENT 
To perform as an inactive door or wall seems to involve 
some kind of differentiation in stance and/or behaviour 
from non-wall members (or more normal stance 
/behaviour). We note how, for the most part, that the 
male delegates fold arms, or keep hands neatly close to 
their sides, or behind back. Although there are several 
counter examples of gesture making, in general they 
perform few gestures or utterances.  
The males take very few steps on their own initiative. 
Instances of independent individual movements are 
adjustments to the orderliness of their formation, i.e. 
they move in order to achieve the collective 
performance of wooden panel by stepping into line. In 
addition to contrasting with behaviour of gallery guests, 
such “armless-ness” and non-animacy are also 
properties of real wooden panels and thus through these 
different aspects coming together they seem to begin to 
mimic features of a wall. 
REACTING AS A WOODEN PANEL COMPONENT 
On an individual level, those playing the role of door 
panels also react to user inputs with wall-like responses. 
As we see by the pressure applied in figure 2, they often 
resist attempts of others at manipulating them - to an 
extent. And when they do move, many moved in quite a 
stiff fashion. 
 
Figure 2: A firm push unseen by males in background 
DOING BEING A PANEL IN A SYSTEM 
The male delegates comply with the facilitators request 
and assemble a cross formation around the central 
column. They line up together in groups of three or four 
and attempt to keep this formation.  
DOING BEING TREATED AS A REVOLVING DOOR 
A contribution to this is how the non-wall members 
treat and respond to the wall members. The gallery 
guests overwhelmingly treat the gaps between wall 
members as if they were solid and impermeable 
connections between wall members. 
One of the male witnesses of the one exception to this 
rule [13] [20] subsequently took an additional action, 
outstretching his arm behind him (figure 2), thus 
extending this panel presumably to make his section less 
permeable to being circumvented by gallery guests. 
PUSHING AIR VERSUS MAKING CONTACT 
The next question we address is the same problem as 
that facing those playing the part of the art gallery 
guests namely, 
How can 14 delegates, spread out in a cross formation 
centred upon a visually obstructing column be nudged 
into unison rotation across a crowded space?  
Or in other words, how is the simulation of a large 
revolving door performed?  
In the analysed data, there are many examples of gallery 
guests making unsuccessful pushing gestures towards 
the delegates performing as door panels [00] [04] [08].  
At first sight it appears that this is because of their input 
taking the form of what we might call “air pushing”. 
That is the females push the wall without making any 
physical contact with any component of the door.  
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Figure 3: stretching to extend a wall 
In the available data, there are two instances in which 
pushing by gallery guests results in the Human Blender 
revolving. Both examples of this successful input seem 
distinct from the “air pushing”. The Blonde Female 
simultaneously makes prolonged physical contact with 
the upper arms of two different panel members [12]. 
Although the camera angle does not afford a favourable 
view, it appears that the dark bearded male begins to 
move whilst looking in the opposite direction as an 
apparent push suggests that he is stepping sideways in 
response to receiving a haptic input. As part of this 
same turn, the female in the grey cardigan also appears 
to be making contact with the head of this line [34].As 
does the female in the cream dress to the male that was 
the rear most member of this line of three [35].   
This male’s quite marked lengthening of stride suggests 
that he may be attempting to accelerate out of this 
touching range. Incidentally it appears that the three 
females are walking apace in a line, whilst the males are 
performing the more difficult manoeuvre of keeping 
pace with each other whilst turning (Ryave and 
Scheikein 1974).  
However upon closer analysis, it appears that the reason 
that the unsuccessful pushes did not result in rotation of 
panels was not due to whether the wall member closest 
to the pusher, received this input, or if they did, whether 
the individual rebuffed this input.  
It appears that the response to pushes of either kind 
where whether the constellation of the revolving door as 
a whole perceived that it was able and necessary to 
rotate at that moment.  
Distinct physical contact is one aspect of this, but only 
indirectly. Pushes on the shoulders of male delegates are 
likely to be more visible because being further from the 
ground than the predominately stomach level air 
pushing, these actions achieve greater prominence. This 
noticeability due to elevation seems to require 
congruence with other profile raising qualities of an 
action. That our two cases of successful pushing both 
involve the use of two hands or the simultaneous efforts 
of more than one pusher demonstrates another way that 
the visibility of a push can be raised: more hands 
increase the saliency of a push. 
The surprising absence of person-to-person collisions in 
busy cities attests to human abilities to rapidly discern 
the intended movements of others (Collet and Marsh 
1981). Irrespective of whether physical contact is made, 
in taking steps towards a panel member, the intentions 
of a gallery guest to revolve the human contraption in a 
particular direction can be read by not only the direct 
recipient of a push, but also by other members of the 
door, both immediate neighbours and those further 
away, if either are glancing in the appropriate direction.    
Alongside these aspects, another factor that contributed 
to getting the wheel turning was that of facilitator 
speech. The entire gathering heard the facilitator 
instructing her to make her way across the circle from 
one end to another. Although the route and actions 
required to complete this task were not specified, the 
instructions serve to highlight both her presence and her 
possible actions addition to perhaps giving implicit 
signal that this was something that should be 
accomplished.  
This provided both a pause and a focus that appear to 
contribute to the females in the upper left making 
coordinated efforts to push the wall in the other 
direction [30].  
 
It is hard to distinguish successful pushing from 
successful coordination. There is an interchange, an 
exchange, a to-ing and fro-ing between performing a 
revolving door and being treated as such. The wall 
members need the input and response of at least one 
gallery guest in order to perform as rotating walls. 
Being a human door/wall brings a certain “excess” to 
the picture. They are not just moving as a rotator but 
doing so with the help of energy exchange from the 
females which means it is a social (subject-subject) not 
a subject-object situation. 
DISCUSSION    
The dispersion and coming together of participant 
attention, and the collective balancing of active versus 
passive participation seem to be key to if, and how the 
Human Blender revolves.  
ATTENTION DIVIDED 
It appears likely that male delegates appear to only 
collectively respond only to the most salient of door 
pushes because they are preoccupied with balancing a 
wide range of stimuli in relation to the actions they may 
perform. In order to do being a revolving door panel it 
appears that members of wall monitor many things both 
near and not so near to them.  
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does the female in the cream dress to the male that was 
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performing the more difficult manoeuvre of keeping 
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of more than one pusher demonstrates another way that 
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busy cities attests to human abilities to rapidly discern 
the intended movements of others (Collet and Marsh 
1981). Irrespective of whether physical contact is made, 
in taking steps towards a panel member, the intentions 
of a gallery guest to revolve the human contraption in a 
particular direction can be read by not only the direct 
recipient of a push, but also by other members of the 
door, both immediate neighbours and those further 
away, if either are glancing in the appropriate direction.    
Alongside these aspects, another factor that contributed 
to getting the wheel turning was that of facilitator 
speech. The entire gathering heard the facilitator 
instructing her to make her way across the circle from 
one end to another. Although the route and actions 
required to complete this task were not specified, the 
instructions serve to highlight both her presence and her 
possible actions addition to perhaps giving implicit 
signal that this was something that should be 
accomplished.  
This provided both a pause and a focus that appear to 
contribute to the females in the upper left making 
coordinated efforts to push the wall in the other 
direction [30].  
 
It is hard to distinguish successful pushing from 
successful coordination. There is an interchange, an 
exchange, a to-ing and fro-ing between performing a 
revolving door and being treated as such. The wall 
members need the input and response of at least one 
gallery guest in order to perform as rotating walls. 
Being a human door/wall brings a certain “excess” to 
the picture. They are not just moving as a rotator but 
doing so with the help of energy exchange from the 
females which means it is a social (subject-subject) not 
a subject-object situation. 
DISCUSSION    
The dispersion and coming together of participant 
attention, and the collective balancing of active versus 
passive participation seem to be key to if, and how the 
Human Blender revolves.  
ATTENTION DIVIDED 
It appears likely that male delegates appear to only 
collectively respond only to the most salient of door 
pushes because they are preoccupied with balancing a 
wide range of stimuli in relation to the actions they may 
perform. In order to do being a revolving door panel it 
appears that members of wall monitor many things both 
near and not so near to them.  
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We speculate that participants seem to have the 
following very local concerns: Is someone pushing me? 
Is someone about to push me? Am I in line with wall 
portion ahead of me? Am I in line with wall portion 
behind me? Is there space for me to move? Faces/body 
language of females - If there is not space to move, is it 
likely that females will get out of my way? 
And out of their own immediate reach, it appears that 
participants can also be alert to the following concerns 
elsewhere in the circle: Is someone pushing another 
part or parts of the wall? If more than one push is 
occurring at once, then which, if any direction of push is 
salient? Is there space for other wall members to move? 
Is the wall moving? 
In addition, we suggest that that wall members may also 
be monitoring for a variety of other stimuli: Whether 
fellow wall members have decided that we should all 
rotate? Is the facilitator offering any guidance or 
instruction? What is my position in 2D space - am I 
keeping a constant distance from the column /axle about 
which I am to rotate? Am I keeping a constant distance 
from the wall member in front of me? Am I being wall-
like enough? Are people responding to me as a wall?  
How is everyone behaving/feeling in a more general 
sense? Am I being normal? It is a peculiar form of 
accountability in this particular situation: Am I being 
normal in the extraordinary situation? But in any case, it 
is a concern that a wooden wall wouldn’t have.   
For the performing of the revolving door, all these 
inputs, thoughts and feelings go towards the following 
basic decisions: Should I be still? Or should I move? 
Where should I move? How fast should I move? This is 
similar to the self organizing principle that Livingston 
talked about in relation to queuing (1987) but obviously 
different in that here we have the unusual situation of 
four lines facing each other and attempting to coordinate 
a more complex and more mobile formation.  
The continuously changing contextual configuration  
(Goodwin 2000) of each individual means that they 
have different capabilities to monitor and process 
stimuli e.g. some have their view obscured more by the 
column, others by taller members of the crowd. 
Sometimes their impromptu team work takes the form 
of dispersal of their attention in different directions and 
towards different concerns. Other times attention seems 
more focused and collective. It is in these, at least 
partially focused moments that the Human Blender is 
more liable both to begin to move and also to smoothly 
stop [30].   
Having more members increases the ability of the wall 
as a whole to monitor these things. But then there is an 
increased problem of coordinating. Panels with three 
members, rather than four have less to coordinate, but 
less bodies means more holes in the wall and so less 
effective a performance.   
PASSIVE VERSUS ACTIVE PERFORMANCE. 
Lining up together is initially fairly easy to accomplish 
technically. When stationary, this can be called a 
passive performance because this collective line making 
is easy to maintain, just like individual stiff postures.  
By contrast, simulating the movements of a revolving 
door is a more active performance. The degree of 
physical exertion varies for wall members depending 
upon their distance from the central column, since those 
at the rear of the line need to walk in a larger circle than 
those closest to the “axle” of their embodied structure.  
Those playing the role of gallery guests also had active 
and passive aspects to their performance. Their task 
was largely concerned with just hanging around in or 
outside the circle, which was easy to accomplish. 
Mainly they did this whilst standing up, but some were 
also seated at times.    
If everyone is passive, then nothing happens. If 
everyone is active, it is possible that people cancel each 
other out and/or simply obstruct or interfere with each 
others actions. 
The wall members are in one sense more passive – they 
literally need to be driven by the female delegates, but 
through their unified formation, and the framing of the 
activity they dominate the non-wall members.  
COMPLIANCE, EMBELLISHMENT 
Aspects such as wall members lining up together can be 
seen as merely complying with facilitator’s initial 
request. Other aspects such as the wooden posture of 
revolving door components emerged through 
participant’s own improvisation. The different wall 
members appeared to influence each others' demeanour 
so there was a social, if not collaborative aspect to these 
individual actions. It is possible that such appropriation 
of the situation can be seen as a mark of engagement. In 
any case, it seems plausible that improvisation or 
embellishment by some participants can inspire further 
creative acts.  
IMPROVING THE SIMULATION 
The amount of monitoring and coordination outlined 
suggests that this kind of immersive collaborative 
participation is very challenging. Facilitators of such 
activities could consider deploying simple props such as 
strings or sticks to lessen the load of coordination 
between members of a simulated structure such as we 
have seen here.  
Providing distinct hats or other garments to reinforce the 
differences of the roles could also help to more rapidly 
form groups. To distinguish between art gallery guests 
and revolving door portions the Human Blender 
simulation relied upon distinct and easily visible gender 
divisions. In situations where division in such evenly 
proportioned and immediately distinct groups was 
neither possible nor desirable, the use of role defining 
garments or props could be particularly pertinent. 
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Adornments could also have helped address issues that 
may arise when there are not quite enough participants 
to fulfil a particular collective task comfortably. Three 
participants seem too few members to make a 
simulation of a wall, because if one member is errant, 
inattentive or otherwise deviant, then it seems hard to 
keep a wall like formation. Just like developers of other 
complex systems, facilitators should thus consider 
building in spare capacity or redundancy into activities 
they develop. Stable forms of participation could be said 
to require the luxury or buffer of having too many 
participants.  
PHYSICALITY 
Physical form and qualities of participants themselves 
can be seen as having important effect on a simulation. 
Here the predominately taller and bulkier males can be 
treated more readily as a door/wall because of their 
greater size than the females playing the part of gallery 
guests. Like in many other standing encounters, the 
taller people are both more visible than the less tall, and 
also more obstructive of the vision the less tall. We see 
the females looking through gaps in the wall, whilst the 
males are able look over the heads of females in order to 
coordinate their actions.   
We can see how spatial constraints and population 
density of participants can have an effect on 
participation. Just like the original wooden Blender, 
when a large number of people interact with the 
structure, it is less likely to function in the sense of 
rotating. But in bringing people to (sometimes literally) 
rub up against each other, it was more likely to be 
successful as an icebreaker in mixing people together. 
This is of course differently to the original, as this 
demanded sociability only with those in the rotator or 
sitting around it – rubbing up against a real plank is not 
a social act as far as the plank is concerned. 
Also in relation to physicality, an obvious but 
potentially overlooked point is that human bodies are 
3D objects. The word “line” may convey an idea of a 
narrow mark, the “line” made by wall members is not 
pencil thin! It was thus found to cause an obstruction 
head-on as well as behaving as the intended side-on 
barrier. 
Equally obvious in hindsight, but potentially highly 
impactful on immersive collaborative activities is 
remembering that a facilitator also has physicality. 
Unless taking particular technological measures to the 
contrary, a facilitator is not a disembodied voice.  
Participants may or may not choose to closely follow 
instructions of activity organisers, whether or not these 
actions are verbally delivered or signalled through 
gesture. Regardless of this, as any teacher can tell you, 
the position in space of a facilitator is likely to have an 
effect upon the directions that participants give their 
attention, but not necessarily the effect that a teacher or 
facilitator seeks.  
A physical exercise can also vivify certain personal 
preferences or how status and hierarchy imbalances can 
influence the dynamics of participation. By this we refer 
to how it appears that the professors standing in the wall 
were largely avoided by the females. Although it is not 
possible to ascertain whether this is due to negative 
power relations or a more straightforward aesthetic 
speculation that the younger male student were pushed 
more often because the female students found doing so 
a more attractive option.  
IMPLICATIONS FOR PARTICIPATION 
What might we learn about participation more 
generally? Firstly, and foremost people can throw 
themselves into participating in odd things. With 
hindsight, we modestly suggest that the fact there is 
anything resembling a functional human blender to 
analyse can be seen as an achievement.   
EMERGENCE 
The coming together of multiple sets of seemingly 
simple initial instructions led to very complex and 
unpredictable results. These emergent properties seem 
to be engaging because most often participants were 
faced with no clear-cut course of action they should 
take. Although they had given up a certain degree of 
agency and responsibility to performing their role in the 
collective “system” they were still faced with a number 
of decisions to make. Following orders meant 
following the situation in order to decide upon how to 
respond to orders. 
APPROPRIATION AND EXTENSION 
People went beyond what was requested, for instance 
the male delegates in assuming plank-like postures and 
some of the gallery guests taking it upon themselves to 
physically push the wall members.   
Participants’ embellishments of their roles seemed not 
to be an individual decision but emerged socially. The 
female jumping through the wall [20] seems to motivate 
wall members that notice this breach to be more 
effective obstacle (figure 3). This traversing of the 
panels can be said to be socially motivated itself, since 
it happened in response to coaxing from another gallery 
guest on the other side of the wall [13]. 
The “policing” of this infraction occurred 
spontaneously. Facilitators should consider how best 
participants can themselves be nurtured towards such 
acts of what might be called co-facilitation.    
This examples more involved participation suggest that 
facilitators might generally find it helpful to consider 
not only the usual worry that participants in say, design 
workshops are not active enough, but be prepared to 
guide and exploit degrees of participation that go above 
and beyond what is solicited. 
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PARTICIPATION THE RULE, NOT THE EXCEPTION 
As any stage magician can tell you, relying upon a 
volunteer from the audience in order to demonstrate 
something can be fraught with difficulties. Being 
singled out and literally spotlighted as a participant can 
bring anxiety to such a witness. If the participant acts 
too respectful and pliant then the audience suspicion 
rises that the volunteer is a stooge. However, an over 
sceptical and assertive an on stage volunteer brings a 
whole raft of other dangers to even an expert conjurer.   
The more volunteers that affirm the veracity of the 
magician’s claims, the more convinced the audience.  
Such mass participation can also give a “safety in 
numbers” effect and reduce the salience and hence 
pressure of any individual contribution. In neither 
design presentations nor cabaret shows, bringing the 
whole audience on stage is not normally possible, but 
coaxing the audience as whole to participate in a 
demonstration of an interactive both as objects and users 
may prove an alternative means of trusting engagement.  
Such trust should be a two-way process, rather than 
instructing a rote drill, a facilitator should give space to 
the participants’ own agency and creativity within an 
activity. Just like the wooden contraptions on which it is 
based, the liability to malfunction at any moment 
appears a key part of the Human Blender too. This leads 
us to recommend that facilitators should attempt to 
engender an atmosphere of experimentation. For just 
like design education and practice in general, there must 
be space to fail.  
We would also like to draw further attention to the value 
of passive participation. In our case, the females just 
hanging around are actually contributing quite actively 
to the simulation. Their physical presence adds to the 
complexities of coordination and decision making of 
both wall members and fellow gallery guests.  
Furthermore, even though they make no attempt to 
manipulate or obstruct the door themselves, they 
contribute through being a kind of audience for those 
more actively engaged. It seems reasonable to speculate 
that having an audience can serve to increase the 
veracity of responses from the more extrovert play 
actors in the congregation.  
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ABSTRACT 
Design and innovation workshops are common 
practices to match diverse stakeholders to initiate 
collaboration for innovation. Due to the complex 
and multi-faceted processes in such a collaboration 
workshop, not only the toolkits but also the 
facilitation of the process needs to be taken into 
account. This paper discusses the use of the Value 
Design Canvas, a paper-based tool that is designed 
to support multi-stakeholder co-design process in a 
design and innovation workshop. We evaluated the 
current version of the tool in a multi-stakeholder 
design and innovation workshop session with a 
special focus on the quality of the facilitation 
process. The findings are described by relating 
facilitator activities with implications for tool     
(re-)design. 
INTRODUCTION 
Designing new interactive products and services 
increasingly requires collaboration between different 
stakeholders as the complexity of new technologies 
goes beyond the capabilities of individual companies. 
Open Innovation is an emerging paradigm in which the 
companies look for external as well as internal 
knowledge and resources to incorporate in the product 
development process. Companies utilize strategic 
alliances and networks that involve other parties such as 
competitors, other firms with diverse capabilities, 
knowledge institutions and users to expand their 
knowledge (Chesborough 2006). Therefore 
collaboration between different stakeholders is 
increasingly valued in design practice (Vanhaverbeke & 
Cloodt 2006). 
Design and innovation workshops are common practices 
to match complementary stakeholders. These settings 
are utilized by companies to become a part of partner 
networks to initiate collaboration (Chesborough et al. 
2006, van de Vrande et al. 2009). The need for new 
practices and toolkits to mediate collaborative work in 
such settings and the empirical gap about how the 
participants in these workshops utilize design toolkits 
were recently discussed (Heinemann et al. 2011). 
In the innovation initiation stage, design and innovation 
workshops face a particular challenge: they aim both to 
gather and match diverse stakeholders who are not 
familiar with each other’s vision and capabilities, and to 
create a bond between the stakeholder groups through a 
shared outcome to continue the collaboration. In 
addition to these, participants of these workshops often 
expect the outcome to be concrete and the process to be 
efficient in terms of the invested time. Therefore 
optimized facilitation of the group process can be a 
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determinant on the success of these workshops 
(Heinemann et al. 2012). 
To answer this challenge, we developed a paper based 
tool named Value Design Canvas to support the 
collaborative design process between diverse 
stakeholders in a design and innovation workshop 
setting. The main motivations behind our tool design 
were to enable the following aspects of the collaborative 
process: 
• Shared: to create a bond within the group through 
the co-development of the idea to support 
commitment for collaboration  
• Structured: to provide an efficient process by 
focused, step by step development 
• Tracked: to allow the participants to build on 
earlier comments and each other’s ideas, and to 
document the outcome 
• Easily facilitated: to enable the easy moderation of 
the tool process 
The Value Design Canvas frames the group discussion 
by combining user experience design with business 
model design perspectives in a structured manner to 
develop an initial product/service idea. The process 
starts with an idea presented on a post-it. The group 
follows a step by step process, first by analysing the 
design domain and exploring the value design 
possibilities, then defining stakeholder roles on the 
business model level, and finally communicating the 
evolved idea based on the given template. At present it 
is assumed that a facilitator will support the process of 
using the Value Design Canvas. A schematic 
representation of the tool layout is presented in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1: General layout of the Value Design Canvas 
We aim to develop the tool further with a research 
through design approach, in multiple design iterations. 
The tool itself serves as a means to investigate the 
dynamics of the collaborative design process. Therefore 
we are interested in understanding how the group 
interaction is shaped around the physical and visual 
elements of the canvas. The tool will be more widely 
applicable, if it is easy to learn and use by a facilitator. 
Therefore we are interested in providing good support 
for the facilitation process during the Value Design 
Canvas usage, by supporting the tasks of managing the 
process and gathering the right content. 
The aim of this paper is to examine how the Value 
Design Canvas is used in design and innovation 
workshops and to present the implications for a re-
design of the Canvas based on the results of a case 
study. In the following part, first literature on related 
work and small group facilitation is reviewed. Then a 
more detailed description of the Value Design Canvas is 
presented. We will then present the results of the case 
study and discuss our findings and implications for a re-
design in relation to improving the facilitation task. 
SUPPORTING MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 
GROUPS IN WORKSHOPS 
RELATED WORK 
Recent work in the Participatory Innovation field (Buur 
& Matthews 2008) proposed various approaches and 
tools to mediate collaborative work by engaging 
stakeholders. To cover the multitude of diversity in the 
field exceeds the scope of this paper; however we would 
like to highlight the two major approaches to support 
the co-creation process in design and innovation 
workshops.  
One approach is to create a common understanding 
through envisioning user experiences. For instance 
Brandt & Messeter (2004) propose scenario-based 
design games to engage stakeholders. They aim to 
provide a structure to design activities through game 
and play. Inspiration Cards (Halskov & Dalsgaard 
2006), IDEO Cards (IDEO 2003) and PLEX Cards 
(Lucero & Arrasvuori 2010) are the card sets to inspire 
the designers and other stakeholders based on the 
frameworks of user experiences. STORIFY (Atasoy & 
Martens, 2011) incorporates storytelling techniques for 
communicating and discussing strategies on how to 
guide a user towards an intended experience. 
Another approach is to communicate the business angle 
with other stakeholders, to explore the possibilities of 
collaboration. For instance, widely-known tools are the 
Business Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2009) 
and Business Model Kit by Board of Innovation, which 
help to define certain building blocks of a business 
model and explicitly display them for visual 
brainstorming on business models. Mitchell & Buur 
(2010) propose “tangible business model sketches”- 
interactive sculpture-like mechanisms – to stimulate 
discussions concerning how businesses create and 
capture value between different stakeholders including 
non-specialists like designers. Buur and Larsen (2010) 
propose improvised theatre as a means to generate 
innovative ideas based on crossing intentions. 
In multi-stakeholder collaboration settings, the interplay 
between the capabilities and resources of the network 
partners is important in value creation (Vanhaverbeke & 
Cloodt 2006). In addition, having a shared 
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understanding of the users and value proposition is 
important for the communication between stakeholders. 
In other words, the mixture of diverse perspectives and 
capabilities of different stakeholders is the driving force 
for innovative ideas. Therefore, combining user 
experience design and business model design 
perspectives in the co-creation sessions is valuable for 
both having a shared understanding and also thinking of 
the stakeholder capabilities as a means to develop 
innovative design concepts. Our main motivation is to 
develop a tool that combines these two approaches in a 
single design process. 
FACILITATION OF SMALL GROUPS IN WORKSHOPS 
Frey (1994: 4) provides the definition of facilitation as 
“any meeting technique, procedure, or practice that 
makes it easier for groups to interact and/or accomplish 
their goals” (Kolb & Rothwell 2002). Kolb & Rothwell 
(2002) remark that although there are differences among 
scholars and practitioners in the use of the term 
“facilitator”, they agree on the roles of the person who 
is responsible for facilitation. This general agreement is 
based on Bales’ (1950) identification of task and social-
emotional needs of a group, which later applied by 
Schein (1979, 1987) to human relation training and 
process consultation, as task and maintenance 
processes. Task process focusses on “getting the job 
done” and maintenance process focusses on “ways of 
getting the group’s psychosocial needs met and the 
development of satisfying relationships among group 
members” (Kolb & Rothwell 2002: 200). 
To inform the re-design of Value Design Canvas with a 
special focus on the ease of the facilitation process, we 
evaluated the current version of the tool in a multi-
stakeholder design and innovation workshop. We 
verified design properties of the Canvas related to this 
classification. The research questions of our study were: 
• Main research Question: Which changes can be 
made in the tool design to better support the 
facilitation process? 
• Regarding the process of the tool (Task – Process): 
Is it easy and clear to follow the process that is 
proposed by the tool? Is it easy for the facilitator to 
decide when to move to the next step? 
• Regarding the support for the discussion content 
(Task – Content): Is it clear among the group what 
content to provide and how to contribute? 
• Eliciting information (Maintenance): Is it easy to 
get the group members into discussion? 
• Use of Post-it notes (both Task – Content and 
Maintenance): Is the use of post-its supporting the 
team enough to comment on and track the 
discussion? 
VALUE DESIGN CANVAS  
Value Design Canvas (see Figure 2) is an A0 size paper 
–based tool that is used with post-it’s in the multi- 
stakeholder group discussions. It is designed to support 
the divergence and convergence cycles which are 
typical in a design thinking process (Laseau 1980, Pugh 
1990). The tool proposes a process with specific steps in 
the discussion, starting from a post-it description of a 
design idea and ending in a concise template to describe 
the evolved concept at the end of the session. In each 
stage, the group comments on a different aspect of the 
design domain and then the idea, as below: 
1. Design domain analysis with user centred perspective 
2. Envisioning user experience 
3. Business process concept design 
4. Concretization with scenarios and product features 
5. Communication of the idea based on template 
This proposed structured process allows the design 
group to go through a cyclic design-thinking process 
together, by gradually refining the design concept from 
different perspectives in a structured manner. The 
transition of the discussion focus, from user experience 
to business model level helps the group participants to 
communicate clearly about the value proposition and 
the means of realizing the innovation. 
Each stage contains dedicated fields in the tool layout to 
provide isolated discussion topics for the group. The 
comments during the discussion are summarized on 
post-its to document the discussion. Boundary objects in 
the form of keywords and instructions are provided on 
the layout to inform and inspire the group participants. 
Time stamps that are placed in each dedicated field 
guide the process with time rules to make the group 
move forward in the process by balancing the time 
invested on the discussing a specific topic. By this way, 
the group is steered through a simple structured 
discussion process from several angles. At the end of 
the process, the group develops a shared understanding 
of the design domain and clarifies the initial design idea 
together over a number of small cycles. 
We aim to develop the tool with a research through 
design approach, through an iterative process. In this 
sense, we are interested in how the physical (post-its) 
and visual (layout) elements of the tool shapes and 
mediates the group discussion in a multi-stakeholder co-
creation session. 
METHOD 
In this section we will describe the context in which the 
value canvas was used, the people that participated in 
the session and the procedure that was fallowed in the 
session. We will then explain what data was gathered. 
RESEARCH SETUP 
We evaluated Value Design Canvas in an a multi-
stakeholder design innovation workshop, namely 
Information and Inspiration Session, that is organized in 
the context of EU project ProFit Innovation for Sports 
Motivation, in 2012, Eindhoven, The Netherlands (see 
Figure 3). The workshop was attended by a mixed group 
of stakeholders composed of designers, sports and 
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movement experts, user representatives and technology 
developers/companies in the sports and play industry. 
The aim of the workshop was to match complementary 
stakeholders from the sports and game industry to 
generate design concepts for the ProFit Sports 
Innovation Competition. The complete session was 
planned to be 5 hours long, including an informative 
and then a creative design session, in which the 
participants were first informed about the design 
problem and then worked in groups of 4-5 people from 
different profiles to develop design concepts. In total 8 
groups of stakeholders used the Value Design Canvas. 4   
 
Figure 3: Workshop Setting 
 
randomly selected group processes were video recorded. 
The co-creation process started with an ideation session 
of 1hour, in which the design groups first followed 6-3-
5 Brainwriting technique to generate design ideas, and 
then selected 1 potential idea to develop further. The 
groups then used the Value Design Canvas for 1hour 20 
minutes to develop the selected design idea and clarify 
the output at the end of the session.  
The participants were briefed on how to use the tool at 
the beginning of the Canvas session with a 15 minutes 
presentation including an example design case. On each 
table one participant was assigned as a facilitator. The 
facilitator role was defined as: to make sure that the 
design ideas are placed on the Canvas and to manage 
the time by following the time stamps on the tool.  
METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
For the purpose of this paper we analysed the complete 
80 minutes videos of the use of the Value design Canvas 
of 2 groups, which differed in terms of their group 
dynamics: in one group the members were actively 
participating, whereas in the second group the members 
were more inactive. The selection of the cases was made 
after a quick scan of the 4 recorded videos. Our main 
intention was to observe the diversity of interaction with 
the tool to inform the next version design for an 
optimized facilitation process. 
Figure 2: The Value Design Canvas 
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Interaction analysis was applied as an analysis method 
(Jordan & Henderson 1995). We were interested in how 
the tool supports the group process from working from a 
design idea to a concrete design concept, by considering 
the facilitation process. Therefore, as a unit of analysis, 
we focused at the transitions that occurred during the 
discussion process: a) Transitions from one design 
comment to another  b) Transitions from one tool stage 
to another. We observed the facilitator actions to 
handle the transitions during the process, as these were 
the instances when the whole group process was steered 
during the interaction with the Canvas. 
The facilitator actions and the group interactions were 
transcribed into anecdotes and analysed qualitatively to 
examine how the facilitator and the other group 
participants deal with the flow of using the tool. The 
collection of observed facilitator actions is then 
categorised. We used Bales’ (1950) categorization of 
facilitator tasks as a main structure of our categorization 
and refined the categorisation to inform the tool design: 
We divided Task Actions into two sub-categories, since 
we were interested in analysing whether the tool 
supports both the process and the content of the 
discussion. We defined these 3 main action categories 
that relate to Value Design Canvas interaction as 
follows: 
Task actions: 
a) Tool Process: Supporting the team to follow the 
process of the tool 
b) Content: Supporting the team members to provide the 
right type of content 
Maintenance actions: 
Involving the team members in the discussion 
The actions and related anecdotes are grouped based on 
their similarities to derive the related implications for 
design (see Figure 4). The actions related to task-tool 
process constituted the actions that relate to instructing 
the group about the process and the rules of the Canvas, 
and directing the group to proceed with the next step. 
The task-content actions were related with clarifying 
what type of content is expected from the group, by 
asking questions based on instructions or keywords 
provided on the Canvas layout, providing extra 
information or summarizing the discussion points. 
Maintenance actions were the ones that relate to making 
the group members involved in the discussion and 
aligning the group understanding about what is written 
on the post-its by strategies like reading out loud.  
RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR DESIGN 
The grouping of diverse facilitator actions also defined 
the design implications to ease the facilitation task for 
the tool re-design. In the next sections we will elaborate 
on our implications regarding the design changes based 
on our observations of facilitator actions. We will 
describe the design implications in terms of The 
  FACILITATOR ACTIONS 
T
A
SK
 –
 T
O
O
L
 P
R
O
C
E
SS
 Clarifying the rules regarding the tool process 
Informing about what to do next 
Reading out loud the instructions of the next section to 
get the group prepared 
Deciding to go on to the next step based on the number 
of comments placed on a block 
Prompting the group to drop the current discussion and 
clarify the concept to  move on  
Waiting for the group to settle the discussion before 
moving to the next step 
Proposing a topic for discussion when the group 
remains unclear/silent  
 
T
A
SK
 - 
C
O
N
T
E
N
T
 
Exemplifying the content of the next section 
Asking questions based on the keywords/instructions to 
open up discussion 
Asking clarification questions based on what is there in 
the previously placed post-it 
Asking clarification questions while writing on the 
post-it 
Asking a question based on an idea 
Providing extra information/comment on the purpose of 
the section 
Providing extra explanations regarding the instruction 
placed on the canvas 
Silently taking notes based on discussions 
Following the discussion by listening and summarize 
the idea on the post-its 
Giving instructions where it seems it is not clear what 
to discuss on within the group  
 
M
A
IN
T
E
N
A
N
C
E
 
Asking directed questions to the participants 
Reading out loud while writing on the post-it 
Reading out loud what is written on the post-it and 
asking approval 
Commenting on an idea and writing after approved 
Reading out loud existing post-its to prompt new ones 
Consulting the others about what to do next  
Stating approval/appreciation on the comment 
Encouraging the team members to take the step without 
too much loosing time by simplifying the task 
Distribute post-it decks and ask for contribution 
Tracking the comments  
Figure 4: The grouping of facilitator actions 
Value Design Canvas process, contents of the tool 
sections, eliciting information from the group members 
and the use of post-its.  
VALUE DESIGN CANVAS PROCESS 
Rules: Facilitators had some moments to inform the 
group about the rules proposed by the tool to get the 
group ready before starting with a new stage of the tool 
process. 
F: We got 5 minutes for this 5 minutes for this 5 min. for 
that. In a sense exploring again a bit… 
F: …but we can jump. (showing different parts) Go here 
and there and there… 
F: …So you are staying. She (the central facilitator) said if 
you don’t define give-take relations you’re out of the game 
Apparently these moments are necessary, both to 
explain what are expected from the group and how it 
will be done. One way to integrate these instructive 
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moments in the tool process is to introduce a kind of 
pattern that is easy to follow, e.g. before every section. 
The short instructions/titles of the sections of the tool 
were utilized by the facilitators in both groups to get the 
group prepared for the next step. Reading out loud the 
instructions was a sign of the start of a new process. 
This was followed by additional explanation / 
instruction / example to warm up the group. 
F: ..Then we go on to the (reads the explanation on the next 
section) "Surrounding Conditions Affecting Use", 
“Challenges and Opportunities to Create Value", so who is 
going to make some money to make it sustainable, 
"Activities of the User During Use" (the group remains 
silent for a while)… Well we haven't actually decided how 
it is going to be measured, so we can now decide that there 
will be some technical possibilities for measuring, or 
whether there will be self-reports… 
At these moments the groups remained mainly silent; 
attentively listening to understand what is going to be 
expected from them. The facilitators used their 
intuitions to decide whether the information they 
provided was enough to get the group start commenting. 
They also put effort in clarifying what is expected from 
the group, by examples or discussion opening questions. 
One way to support the group at these moments is to 
give more tips on the layout to help the facilitator in 
instructing the group. 
Time stamps: Facilitators utilised time stamps as a 
simple decision criterion to move to the next section. 
F: (counting the time stamps) 1-2-3 15 minutes. Maybe its 
time to start (the next section) 
This shows that our intention to support facilitation 
worked well with the time stamps. Although the 
facilitators did not strictly follow the time limitations 
because they did not want to break the continuing 
discussions within the group, the time stamps helped the 
facilitator in the active group to gather the group 
discussion back on track with an objective criterion to 
move on. This avoided the group from losing too much 
time on one discussion. The time stamps were designed 
for the specific workshop flow. It is possible to adjust 
the time limitations for longer workshop settings. 
Size of the tool sections: We observed that the size of 
the tool sections worked as an affordance for the 
facilitator to decide whether enough comments were 
made on a specific tool section.  
F: We need some more there it seems a bit empty, no? 
Facilitator sticks the post-its (of the partners) in relatively 
equal distances from each other. After filling in the last 
empty slot, she automatically moves to the next step. 
The sizes of the sections were determined by the 
structure of the tool and the post-it size, with a 
consideration to provide large enough space for 
contribution. Apparently the emptiness of a section is a 
direct affordance which signifies that the topic is not 
elaborated enough. This inspired us to re-consider the 
size of the sections regarding the necessary input. 
CONTENTS OF THE TOOL SECTIONS 
Flaws in discussions as a pointer of clarity problems: 
The flaws in group discussion point out to the problems 
in clarity of the tool sections. 
F: As far as I understand, this is sort of a user scenario…. 
This is what happens when you are using it, maybe before 
and after. And in our case that might be this is when you 
are at FieldLab. This is maybe why would you go there… I  
don’t know… what does it mean to go there.  and this 
might be what you do when were there or what would 
make you come back. Something like that…(silence for a 
while)  
F: Would that lead to specific features and functions?  --I 
am not quite sure exactly what do you mean by that (she 
stops for a long time, trying to do define what to do next).  
At these moments it is observed that the facilitators 
were puzzled, remained more silent and could not 
provide any examples/instructions about what to do 
next. One observed behaviour was to ask others to take 
part in deciding what to do. At these moments the group 
decided on a meaningful type of content to support 
discussion. These instances point to some clarity issues, 
which need to be resolved in the next design version. 
Instructions/keywords: The descriptions on the blocks 
and keywords were utilized by the facilitators to explain 
what is expected. The facilitators were observed to 
come up with self-defined questions and explanations to 
open up discussions based on these boundary objects. 
We observed that these instances more frequently 
occurred in the inactive group, to make the group 
members involved in the discussions. 
F: What “needs” and “wants” do we think in there? 
F: “creating value”… so how can we assure it is healthy? 
So that’s a “challenge”… we don’t want him to do too 
much… so I am thinking of a wrong scenario 
F: So “challenges and opportunities to create value”, the 
opportunity is the sports clubs have all the facilities… 
To clarify what type content is expected and to inspire 
the group discussion, more keywords and instructions 
can be provided. Placing all the boundary objects on the 
layout can be limited with the space and may also add 
complexity to the layout. One option to provide these 
can be to add inspirational flip cards which involve 
keywords/questions to be opened up in the relevant 
stages.  
Providing examples: Examples were utilized by the 
facilitators as a useful way to clarify the content that is 
expected from the group members, especially at the 
beginning of a new process stage. 
F: We could make it explicit whether we think there is 
“diverse users”. At least there is “elderly” he? (writing on 
post-it) What else? Do you think other people are involved 
too? 
There can be multiple ways of exemplifying the content 
regarding the specific parts of the tool. In our workshop 
setting a case example was presented at the beginning of 
the session with the tool description. Integrating this 
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example in the tool itself, either with color-coded cards 
or dummy post-its would be a more intuitive way that 
helps the group utilise these during the process itself. 
ELICITING INFORMATION FROM THE GROUP 
MEMBERS 
Asking directed questions: One observed facilitator 
action to involve the group members was to ask directed 
questions to the group members.  
F: (Giving explanation on the next step of the tool) Who 
would give expertise, or money, or… so that we could 
make this…we already got some stuff, we can stick 
ourselves there as well… what we think we could 
contribute… so what would D (company name) do? 
D: We can do the engineering of the mechanical parts… (F 
writes the comment on the post-it) 
F: and A(the company name)? 
A: The remote system (F writes on the post-it)… 
This strategy worked as it initiated a turn taking process, 
which was observed to be a clear way of prompting the 
group members to contribute. Turn taking can be 
introduced in some specific stages. One stage that it can 
be useful is the business model concept design part, 
where the give and take relations are explored. This 
format would also get the team members feel that the 
design concept is developed around their specific 
capabilities and resources. 
Reading out loud the available comments: Facilitators 
utilised the already placed post-its on the Canvas to 
spark more ideas or to open up a discussion. 
F: …and then…(reads the existing post-its loud) “use 
diverse equipment”, and you “get visuals afterwards and 
during”…. 
D: You might be able to choose what is there on the visuals 
F: yeah..(starts to write the comment, reading out loud) 
These instances show that the available post-its inspired 
the discussion in the later stages. This was an intended 
design decision to support the convergence process. 
This action can be more structurally prompted by 
introducing a simple rule, making a selection among the 
post-its, to initiate discussion in the next step. 
USE OF POST-IT NOTES 
Post-its are an important element of the Value Design 
Canvas to track the group discussion. It is observed that 
the main activity carried out by the facilitators was 
summarizing the comments on the post-its. This activity 
was observed to be done mainly in two ways: either as a 
private activity, or as a displayed social and publicly 
available activity. This aspect of the use of post-its as 
an integral part of the Value Design Canvas is 
elaborated further in Mortensen (2013). 
Writing on post-its in silence is observed to be done by 
the facilitators when the group is in an active discussion. 
At these moments, the main facilitator activity was to 
track the discussion and summarize the discussion.  
Reading-out loud while writing on post-it is observed to 
be a frequent activity for aligning the group actions. The 
idea written on the post-it became a shared decision by 
this way and informed the others on the process. At 
these instances the group members waited for the 
facilitator to finish writing before giving a new 
comment. In some of the cases, the facilitator further 
asked to clarify whether the summary of the comment 
represented the comment correctly. This was followed 
by a correction/addition from another group member. 
Reading out loud the available post-its was observed to 
help the group to have a quick overview of what has 
been discussed. In several instances facilitators selected 
a number of post-its on the canvas to comment on. This 
shows that the available post-its on the canvas helped 
the group to make convergence at several stages. 
DISCUSSION 
In this paper we presented our analysis of Value Design 
Canvas usage from the facilitation perspective. Our 
analysis of the facilitator actions guided us in defining 
the design implications for making our tool more widely 
applicable because the facilitation will be easier. These 
design implications will also contribute to providing 
more transparent usage with an easier-to-follow process.  
Our analysis contributed to our understanding of how 
the interaction with the tool developed within different 
group dynamics. Flaws in the facilitation process point 
to problems of flow in the tool process, which needs 
attention with the re-design of the tool. The improvised 
tactics that are used by facilitators point out to the 
intuitive ways of communicating the tool process. 
Our analysis demonstrated that the Value Design 
Canvas is an applicable tool in design and innovation 
workshops, which supports the multi-stakeholder teams 
in creating a shared understanding and developing a 
design concept together. The insights are based on the 
analysis of two groups of stakeholders. The workshop 
setting of our case study was determined by the design 
brief of the ProFit Innovation Competition and the time 
limitations of the Information and Inspiration sessions. 
Further studies will be conducted to examine how other 
groups will apply the Value Design Canvas working on 
different design problems and workshop durations. 
CONCLUSIONS 
In this paper we presented a study on the use of the 
Value Design Canvas. The detailed analysis of multi-
stakeholder groups using the tool in a design and 
innovation session provided important ideas for 
improving the tool. The improvements are related to 
providing support for tool process facilitation, content 
facilitation and maintenance of the multi-stakeholder 
group discussion. 
The main changes that will be made are integrating 
more boundary objects in the form of cards or dummy 
post-its to inform the group about the tool process and 
content and to inspire the discussion. Turn-taking rules 
with directed questions can be integrated in the specific 
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steps to prompt the group members to comment. A re-
design of the tool layout will be considered with a 
special attention on the visual affordances and the 
relation with the boundary objects that are to be 
integrated in the tool design. 
In the next phase of our research, we will examine how 
well the Value Design Canvas integrates User 
Experience Design and Business Model Design 
approaches in a single design process. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
This research is funded by the European Union, under 
the Interreg IVB NWE programme ProFit Project. 
We would like to thank Kristian Mortensen for his 
comments on the data and analysis.  
REFERENCES 
Atasoy, B. and Martens, J., 2011. STORIFY: a tool to 
assist design teams in envisioning and discussing user 
experience. In: Proceedings of the CHI 2011 annual 
conference.  pp. 2263–2268. 
Bales, R. F. 1950. Interaction Process Analysis. 
Cambridge: University of Chicago Press. 
Bødker, S., Nielsen, C. and Petersen, M. 2000. 
Creativity, cooperation and interactive design. In: Proc. 
of the 3rd conference on Designing interactive systems: 
processes, practices, methods, and techniques. ACM. 
Brandt, E., and Messeter, J. 2004. Facilitating 
collaboration through design games. In: Proc. of 
PDC’04, ACM (2004), 1, pp.121-131. 
Buur, J. and Larsen, H., 2010. The quality of 
conversations in participatory innovation. CoDesign, 
6(3), pp.121–138. 
Buur, J., and Matthews, B. 2008. Participatory 
innovation. International Journal of Innovation 
Management, 12(3), pp.255–273.  
Chesbrough, H.W. 2006. Open Innovation: The New 
Imperative for Creating and Profiting from Technology. 
Harvard Business School Press. 
Chesbrough, H.W., Vanhaverbeke, W., and West, J. 
2006. Open Innovation: Researching a New Paradigm. 
Oxford University Press. 
Frey, L.R., 1994. Introduction: Applied communication 
research in group facilitation in natural settings. In: L.R. 
Frey ed. 1994. Innovation in group facilitation: 
Applications in natural settings Cresskill, NJ: Hampton 
Press, pp. 1-26. 
Halskov, K. and Dalsgård, P. 2006. Inspiration card 
workshops. In Proc. of DIS '06. ACM Press, pp. 2-11. 
Heinemann, T., Boess, S., Landgrebe, J., Mitchell, R. 
and Nevile, M. 2011. Making sense of “things”: 
developing new practices and methods for using 
tangible materials in collaborative processes. In: Proc. 
of DESIRE'11, ACM (2011), pp. 221–225. 
Heinemann, T, Landgrebe, J, & Matthews, B 2012, 
'Collaborating to restrict: a conversation analytic 
perspective on collaboration in design', Codesign, 8, 4, 
pp. 200-214, Academic Search Complete, EBSCOhost, 
viewed 3 May 2013.  
IDEO. 2003. IDEO Method Cards: 51 Ways to Inspire 
Design. IDEO, Palo Alto. 
Jordan, B., and Henderson, A. 1995. Interaction 
analysis: Foundations and practice. The Journal of the 
learning sciences, 4(1), pp. 39-103. 
Kolb, J. A., and Rothwell, W. J. 2002. Competencies of 
small group facilitators: what practitioners view as 
important. Journal of European Industrial Training, 
26(2), pp. 200–203. 
Laseau, P. 1980. Graphic thinking for architects and 
designers. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Comp. 
Lucero, A. and Arrasvuori, J., 2010. PLEX Cards: a 
source of inspiration when designing for playfulness. In: 
Proc. of the 3rd International Conference.  pp.28–37.  
Mitchell, R., and Buur, J. 2010. Tangible Business 
Model Sketches to Support Participatory Innovation. 
DESIRE ’10. Aarhus, Denmark. pp. 29–33. 
Mortensen, K. this volume. Writing aloud: Some 
interactional functions of  the public display of 
emergent writing. 
Osterwalder, A. and Pigneur, Y. 2010. Business Model 
Generation: A Handbook for Visionaries, Game 
Changers, and Challengers. John Wiley & Sons.  
Pugh, S. 1990. Total design: Integrated methods for 
successful product engineering. MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Schein, E.H. 1979. Personal Changes Through 
Interpersonal Relationships, in Bennis, W., van Maanen, 
J., Schein, E.H. and Sttele, F.I. eds.1979. Essays in 
Interpersonal Dynamic, Dorsey Press, Homewood, IL. 
Schein, E.H. 1987. Process Consultation: Vol.II: 
Lessons for Managers and Consultants. MA: Addison-
Wesley. 
Van de Vrande, V., De Jong, J. P. J., Vanhaverbeke, W., 
and De Rochemont, M. 2009. Open innovation in 
SMEs: Trends, motives and management challenges. 
Technovation, 29(6-7), pp.423–437. 
Vanhaverbeke, W. and Cloodt, M. 2006. Open 
Innovation in value networks. In H.W. Chesbrough, W. 
Vanhaverbeke and J. West, ed. Open Innovation: 
researching a new paradigm, Oxford University Press, 
pp. 258-2. 
119Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed ParticipationParticipatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
WRITING ALOUD: SOME 
INTERACTIONAL FUNCTIONS OF THE 
PUBLIC DISPLAY OF EMERGENT 
WRITING 
 
KRISTIAN MORTENSEN 
FREIBURG INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED 
STUDIES (FRIAS) 
UNIVERSITY OF FREIBURG 
KRISTIAN_MORTENSEN@ICLOUD.COM 
 
ABSTRACT 
This paper investigates some social uses of an 
everyday mundane object – Post-it – and how Post-
its are used as part of a collaborative design 
activity. The activity evolves around a special 
graphical layout, the Value Design Canvas, which 
aims at structuring the progression of the design 
activity with designated sections of the (intended) 
discussion being printed on it. The writing of 
keywords, ideas and central features of the 
discussion on Post-its constitute a central aspect of 
the design activity and the integrated use of the 
Value Design Canvas. The paper focuses on social 
uses of writing in which the writing activity is 
made publicly available to the co-participants 
during its production. It analyzes situations in 
which the writer vocalizes the writing by reading 
aloud what (s)he is writing while writing it. The 
paper shows how this has interactional functions, 
and how co-participants orient to it as central to the 
ongoing course of action. 
INTRODUCTION 
Taking notes. Writing down decisions. Formulating the 
“essence” of a discussion. These are central components 
of ‘meetings’ in all their variety. These may take the 
form of individual notes for future individual use. Or 
they may take the form as the official minutes of the 
meeting – as a collectively gathered summary of 
decisions being made, time schedule agreed upon, to-do 
lists, future working steps and so on. Here I want to 
focus on a version of the latter: on how Post-its are 
filled with graphic structures, most noticeably single 
keywords and sentences, to document decisions, central 
features etc. that emerge in a collaborative design 
activity.  
Converting (parts of) an oral discussion into written 
form is central for future reference (see e.g., Meehan 
1986; Komter 2006). It is, in a sense, a commonsensical 
part of ‘doing’ meetings, discussions, workshops and so 
on. Often only one group member, who in some 
institutional settings may be referred to as ‘chair’, 
‘secretary’ or the like, is in charge of the writing. Here a 
range of questions emerges: Who decides what gets 
written down? In what form is it written – e.g. keywords 
or full sentences? Which keywords are chosen? This 
paper looks at a few ways in which this can be 
accomplished, and in particular how it can be 
accomplished socially by making the writing publicly 
available for other group participants’ online inspection, 
comments or correction. 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
The data constitute approximately 1 hour of video 
recording from two group discussions between 
designers and business representatives. The discussion 
takes the form of a collaborative design activity about a 
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potential future project, and the activity itself is 
organized around a special layout tool, the Value 
Design Canvas (see figure 1), which serves to structure 
different phases of the design process (for a description 
of the Value Design Canvas, see Gultekin Atasoy et al., 
this volume). 
 
 
Figure 1: Value Design Canvas 
 
The layout of the Value Design Canvas includes various 
sections – with the central idea of the design in the 
middle – in which participants can place Post-its that 
reflect aspects of the preceding discussion, features that 
are central to the design project etc. At the end of the 
discussion, the Value Design Canvas may be filled with 
Post-its (see figure 2) as a summary of the preceding 
discussion, which can then serve as a starting point for 
future steps in the design process. 
 
 
Figure 2: Value Design Canvas at the end of a workshop 
 
The paper uses Ethnomethodology/Conversation 
Analysis (e.g., Francis and Hester 2004) to analyze the 
use of Post-its, and in particular the writing on Post-its 
in interaction. It aims at documenting participants’ 
practical reasoning for manipulating, writing on, and 
(re)placing Post-its during the collaborative design 
activity. Writing, in this setting, is seen as a publicly 
available action that is an integrated part of the design 
activity itself. It is then a members’ problem (Garfinkel 
1967) to deal with such matters as what, how and when 
something is written down. In this paper, I will make a 
few general observations of how writing-in-interaction 
can be accomplished, and focus on situations in which 
the writer is indexing the writing activity by reading 
aloud what (s)he is currently writing. I will describe the 
sequentially unfolding action(s) of reading and writing, 
the sequential organization, and how the concrete 
physical objects, most noticeably Post-its and pens, are 
manipulated in such as way as to become available to 
participants’ mutually shared attention. 
OBJECTS AS AFFORDANCES FOR SOCIAL 
INTERACTION 
In perceptual psychology, Gibson (1977) used the 
notion of affordance to refer to the opportunities objects 
provide for action. A pen’s affordance would be that of 
‘writing’, a bottle’s those of ‘containing beverage’ and 
‘drinking’ and so on. And yet it takes only a second of 
reflection to think of our own experiences with 
alternative uses to such objects: A pen used as an 
extension of a pointing finger, drinking of a bottle to 
provide “thinking time” before answering a tricky 
question during an oral exam. Objects may then be used 
in the service of accomplishing social actions in specific 
sequential positions in social interaction (e.g., Hutchby 
2001). Indeed, the ways in which participants 
manipulate and interpret objects are part of the 
communicative event itself (Streeck 1996). Streeck 
(2011: 67) writes: “Social interaction is a vociferous 
process, always hungry for stuff out of which signs, 
symbols, and scenic arrangements can be make, and it 
often appropriates for its own purposes other props such 
as objects on the table, or mediated practices such as 
writing, diagramming, or doodling”. This approach 
includes, then, looking at how objects can be used in 
ways that are generally not associated with their 
functional properties.   
In this paper, I take an emic, participant focused 
approach to how objects are used in social interaction. 
In particular, I will make some general observations 
about the activity of “writing on Post-its” and in 
particular how writing is embedded within the social 
group work. Or rather, how writing itself is/can be a 
social activity.  
WRITING-IN-AND-AS-INTERACTION 
Writing is most often seen as an individual and 
“private” activity – or, in Vygotskian terms, as a 
mediation tool to facilitate inner mental processes. 
Often, however, writing is not done in the isolation of 
the writer himself, but is situated in a social situation 
(e.g. Whalen 1995). The writing then becomes a central 
component of the social activity at hand and a vehicle 
for (other) social actions (cf. Wilkinson et al. 2011; 
Hazel and Mortensen, accepted). Here, it becomes 
relevant for the participants to negotiate just how the 
writing is included in the social activity. In situations 
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involving three of more participants one way this can be 
done is that one participant does the writing while the 
others continue talking. This results in a kind of 
schisming (Egbert 1997) that divides the group into two 
(or more) parallel interactions - one participant being 
engaged with writing while the others continue the prior 
discussion. This is, indeed, very frequent in our data 
here as demonstrated in example 1i. 
 
 (1) Group2part1: 1:59 
01  H:  >+I think if< you go to wi:de 
F:    +grabs Post-it
02  Ps:  (0.4) 
03  G:  mm[m? 
04  H:        [already? 
05  Ps:  (0.2) 
06  G:  yea:h? 
07  H:  (    ) 
08  G:  +hm[m 
F: +places Post-it in front of him. Holds it with R  
            hand. Pen in L hand 
09  H:          [okay (.) so +you have serious (.) ehrm  
      F:                              +removes R hand. Pen in ‘ready  
            to write’ position
10  H:  weight problems (.) *a:nd* you don’t know how to  
11  H:  solve it a:nd it takes ti:me an- {eh:: (.) you’re not 
      F:                                                   {p r i v a c y______  
12  H:  >motivated anymore< <a:nd then> }(0.2) there  
      F:   ___________________________ }
13  H:  comes this thing who shows that you’re a 
14  H:  +sumo wrestler in facebook on the: +open (wa-) 
F:  +tears off Post-it                             +places Post- 
            it on Value Design Canvas  
15  H:  [what↑ever 
16  E?: [an- and [(   ) 
17  J?:                [yeah 
Example 1: Private writing 
Here, F in lines 11-12 writes “privacy” on a Post-it 
while the discussion continues with H’s comments on 
how to deal with weight problems (line 9 onwards). 
“Privacy” is related to a comment just being made by F 
himself about using Facebook as a motivational factor. 
What is written on the Post-it is not being turned into a 
topic to be discussed prior to its production. Nor is the 
end result, i.e. the Post-it with the keyword “Privacy” 
written on it, being assessed or being made relevant for 
assessment by the co-participants. This resembles taking 
notes from the ongoing discussion. In the data, it is 
significant that when looking at cases of “private 
writing” what ends up on the Post-it very often reflects 
the opinion, suggestion and formulation made by the 
writer him- or herself. In other words, in these cases the 
writer has a strong control over what will eventually end 
up on the Value Design Canvas – as a summary that is 
‘supposed to’, or ‘understood as’ reflecting the general 
discussion of the collaborative design activity. 
 
This does not mean that the writer is not part of the 
social activity. Indeed, the writing is a central feature of 
the design activity and is not oriented to by the co-
participants as irrelevant to it. However, by physically 
turning the gaze away from the other participants and 
withholding further speech the writer changes the 
participation framework (Goffman 1981; Goodwin and 
Goodwin 2005), changes his role within it into a for-the-
moment bystander and displays not being available for 
the ongoing or continued discussion. In this way, the 
writer engages in a parallel activity that is nonetheless 
central to the ongoing activity, and the precise timing in 
which the writer engages in the writing activity displays 
his/her understanding of the prior discussion as relevant 
for making a written comment or keyword(s) about it. 
Even such individual writing is thus integrated within 
the emergent progression of the design activity, and 
oriented to as a central component of it. 
WRITING AND TALKING  
In this paper I will describe situations in which the 
writer is talking during the writing activity. That is, the 
writer is contributing to the ongoing discussion during 
the writing activity. This is (perhaps) surprisingly 
frequent in the data. As opposed to the “private writing” 
just described, here the writer is not (necessarily) 
disengaging from the participation framework 
established between the group members. The writer may 
physically turn the gaze towards the Post-it on the table, 
but in and through talk maintains his/her position as a 
principal participant in the social encounter. One way of 
doing this is by talking during the writing activity i.e. 
continuing the discussion simultaneously to writing on 
the Post-it. The writer thus keeps being engaged in the 
continued discussion, and at the same time formulates 
elements of the until-now discussion. It is, in a sense, 
dividing the writers attention between two parallel 
activities – writing and talking – thereby dealing with 
both courses of action simultaneously (cf. Haddington et 
al. forthc.). As example 2 shows, this is often reflected 
in the writer’s hesitant speech production. 
 
Here, B is writing on the Post-it while continuing the 
prior discussion. In the beginning of the example, B 
refers to an earlier comment by D’s colleague (who is 
not present at the table). This results in a word search 
activity and several candidate solutions by C (line 5), B 
herself (line 6) and D (line 8). D’s candidate solution, “a 
mission”, is partly accepted by B, who repeats it (line 9) 
and expands it (line 11). The word search sequence is 
then closed, and B returns to the prior discussion and 
projects writing on another Post-it by pasting it to the 
Value Design Canvas in front of her. In line 18, she 
initiates another turn-at-talk at the same time as she 
starts writing what eventually turns into a list of 
keywords on the Post-it starting here with the word 
“mission”. Her turn includes several pauses and 
hesitations. To the participants this displays that her 
turn-at-talk is emerging, that she is currently holding the 
floor and that this is not a relevant position for others to 
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start talking. It is thus an effective way to maintain the 
speaker role and to project an upcoming turn-at-talk 
once the writing activity has come to an end.  
 
(2) Group1: 23:50 
01  B:  he said it’s also a:: (0.2) a:: not a P R thing but a:  
02  B:  (0.6) eh a statement of what your company is about 
03  D:  yes eh:: [: 
04  B:               [eh: [: 
05  C:                      [a profile 
06  B:  a phi↑losophy eh: 
07  Ps: (0.9) 
08  D:  a mission 
09  B:  a mi- eh m- mission, 
10  Ps: (0.6) 
11  B:  implementation oor somethingo 
12  Ps: (0.8) 
13  B:  yeah: [some +(   ) but (.) so I don’t know 
      B:                       +pastes a Post-it in front of herself 
14  D:           [yeah 
15  Ps: (0.2) 
16  B:  maybe you have a (  ) t(h)o th(h)ink about this= 
17  D:  =yeah +(klar) 
      B:             +moves pen to Post-it 
18  B:  {but eh: (0.3) it’s also a:}:: {(1.7) eh::: (0.3) ↑yeah 
      B:  {    m i s s i o n        }    {implementation
19  B:  (.) to} (.) (implementi[ng?) 
      B:  ____} 
20  D:                                     [(no:) 
Example 2: Writing and talking 
WRITING ALOUD 
Writing and talking is, indeed, not very common in the 
corpus, and when it occurs it seems to project an 
upcoming turn from the writer rather than continuing 
the prior discussion simultaneously to the writing. More 
frequently, however, are cases in which the writer 
indexes the writing activity or “writes aloud” (cf. 
Komter 2006) what (s)he is currently writing on the 
Post-it as in example 3ii. 
Here the group is discussing how an (imaginary) 
technological system can help motivating elderly people 
to exercise (more). We come in when they discuss how 
the software should be designed in terms of personal 
set-up and individual settings. In lines 1-7, B, who is at 
this point acting as a chair within the group, opens a 
discussion about the necessary steps when firstly 
engaging with the system. Both D and C, lines 10-11 
provide candidate solutions, and B picks up on C’s 
suggestion – that you first should “check in”. B’s 
acceptance of C’s suggestion is made visible firstly in 
and through her moving hand towards the Post-it block, 
which projects a writing activity. And secondly by 
repeating the suggestion (line 12). Note the change in 
pronoun, which suggests that B takes up the position as 
representing the future users. She then starts writing on 
the Post-it – again with a change in the pronoun, and 
ends up with the words “you check in” written on the  
 (3) Group1: 11:15 
01  B:  so I get the:re and I say it’s me 
02  Ps: (0.8) 
03  B:  yeah? that’s the sta:rt. 
04  B:  e’ry every- if we make any two story 
05  C:  mm hmm? 
06  Ps: (0.3) 
07  B:  yeah? so: (0.2) I I: (   )? 
08  Ps: (0.5) 
09  B:  eh:[: 
10  D:      [personalize the[: 
11  C:                                [yeah you check +in 
      B:                                                           +moves R hand 
            to Post-it block 
12  B:  I +check +in 
      B:    +tears off Post-it
      B:                 +pastes Post-it on Value Design Canvas
            in front of herslf
13  Ps: -----{--- ((0.8)) 
                  {y  o  u___ 
14  B:  oyou::::}: {check,o (0.3)} i:{n?} 
            ______}  {c  h   e  c  k }    {in} 
15  Ps: +(0.6) 
      B:  +removes Post-it 
16  B:  and then? 
17  Ps: +(0.5) 
      B:  +replaces Post-it on the Value Design Canvas 
18  B:  you::::: (1.3) you decide which (1.1) what  
19  B:  equipment you wanna u:se? 
20  Ps: (0.6) 
21  B:  use diverse equipment 
22  Ps: (0.8) 
23  B:  eh:: a::nd you get visuals (.) afterwards and ↑during, 
24  Ps: (.) 
25  C:  you- migh- you [may be able to: to- (0.3) choose= 
26  D?:                          [(   ) 
27  C:  =some set↑tings of the visuals? +so: [maybe (.)  
      B:                                                     +tears off Post-it
              and places it in front of her 
28  B:                                                              [yeah? 
29  C:  oyouo choo[se whether it’s {an avatar and how it= 
                                                       {c h o o s e____ 
30  B:                    [oyeaho 
31  C:  =looks like [or: 
32  B:                     [och}oo{se setting: -----}---{----- ((1.2)) 
             ____________}    {s  e  t  t  i  n g s}    {o  f______ 
33  B:  o:}::{:f (0.9) vi:::}:sua+lso 
            __} {v i s u a l s } 
      B:                                       +grabs Post-it
34  D:  now we check in where we also get +eh (0.2) 
      B:                                                           +tears of Post-it 
35  D:  +(   ) of the notes 
      B:   +pastes Post-it on the Value Design Canvas
36  Ps: (0.7) 
37  B:  ↑oh yeah. 
Example 3: Writing aloud 
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Post-it. During the writing, however, she reads aloud the 
words as they are produced or reprinted on the Post-it. 
This is done as reading-what-she-is-writing: first of all, 
her (accompanying) talk is produced in a lower volume 
than the surrounding talk and the individual words are 
productionally isolated through prolongations and 
pauses. Secondly, the writing in initiated slightly before 
she starts reading. In this way, when she starts her turn-
at-talk in line 14 it is heard as related to what she is 
currently writing on the Post-it. Thirdly, the end of the 
writing and the simultaneous reading of it is marked by 
physically removing the Post-it and replacing it in the 
relevant section of the Value Design Canvas, and B’s 
transition to the next step (line 16). 
 
The example continues with another example of writing 
aloud. And once again, it follows a similar sequential 
organization as before: Again, B accepts C’s suggestion 
starting in line 25. She does this by taking another Post-
it from the block and pastes it on the Value Design 
Canvas in front of her. This is done at a point of 
possible completion of C’s turn-at-talk, thus projecting 
the writing to be related to C’s prior turn. However, C 
continues and B, in ‘overlap’, starts writing on the Post-
it (line 29). In line 31, C reaches another possible 
completion point, and exactly at this point B starts 
reading aloud what she is currently writing. As before, 
her turn-at-talk is produced as reading through stressing 
each word, prolongations, and pauses. And again the 
end of the writing is marked by tearing off the Post-it, 
and replacing it in the right section on the Value Design 
Canvas. Here D displays his understanding of the 
writing being completed as he moves to the next 
relevant step once the reading reaches a possible 
completion (line 34). 
 
A common aspect of ‘writing aloud’ seems to be that 
the discussion is put on hold during the writing activity. 
This is different from both ‘private writing’ and ‘writing 
and talking’ as described above. The writing is here 
turned into a social activity; it is, in and through the 
reading aloud of the emergent writing, made available 
for public inspection. This means that co-participants 
can comment on, repair, assess and so on the writing as 
it is emerging.  
 
In line 1, F summarizes the prior discussion and 
suggests how it can be formulated as keywords to be 
written on a Post-it. Note that line 1 is not produced as 
reading. F’ suggestion is positively received by J in line 
2. H, however, suggests specifying that it is a “team 
score board” (line 3). Nobody comments on the 
suggestion. Instead, F reads aloud what he has just 
written, “improvement”, and continues with reading 
aloud the emergent writing (line 5). In this way, the 
writing is initiated before it is being read aloud – as was 
the case in example 3. When the reading and writing of 
“measuring” is completed, F proceeds to the next item. 
(4) Group2part1: 0:09 
01  F:  so (.) an improve{ment (.) measuring boa:rd? 
                                      {i m p r o v e m e n t_____ 
02  J:  yeah tha- that’s just- oeho that [is 
03  H:                                                 [team (.)} score board 
         ________________________________} 
04  Ps: (0.3) 
05  F:  im{provement (0.2) <measuri:ng>  
               {m   e   a    s   u   r   i   n   g____ 
06  Ps: ----------}---{--- ((1.5)) 
            _______}    {t e a m___ 
07  F:  ↑te:[:am 
08  H:       [<team>} score {board 
             _________}           {s c o r e____ 
09  F:  mm hum} 
            _______} 
10  Ps: (0.2) 
11  H?: for multiple {sports. 
                                 {b o a r d____ 
12  Ps: (0.3) 
           ____ 
13  F?: yea:h 
           _____ 
14  Ps: (0.3)} 
            ____} 
Example 4: Repairing the emerging graphical representation 
He produces “team” with a rising pitch thereby inviting 
confirmations or comments from his co-participants, 
and in overlap H presents his suggestion once more. 
This is the syntactically relevant position for adding his 
suggestion “team score board” and therefore a relevant 
position for adding it to the emergent writing through its 
publicly available display. What we see, then, is that the 
online reading of the emergent writing provides co-
participants a change to add to it, to change or correct it 
during its production. In this way, the written Post-its 
are, indeed, socially and interactionally constructed 
despite the individual character of the graphical 
representation. 
 
Example 4 showed that co-participants may, indeed, 
continue talking during the (displayed) writing activity, 
but here H’s talk was commenting on the emergent 
writing. The data suggest that writing aloud is oriented 
to as a primary socio-interactional activity, i.e. the 
previous discussion is put on hold until the publicly 
available writing is completed. Verbalizing the writing 
activity is thus taken by the participants themselves as 
an action that is relevant to the more general design 
activity and not, for instance, that the reading is “done” 
for the writer him or herself – so as to mediate the 
writing, for instance. Rather, like other kinds of turns-
at-talk there is a preference for one speaker at the time 
(Sacks et al. 1974), which means that other speakers 
time upcoming talk to possible completions of the 
ongoing turn. Within the turn itself, then, other talk is 
generally dispreferred if not, as in example 4, it is being 
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invited and related to the emergent writing. In example 
5 we see how violations of this norm are dealt with by 
the participants – and the writer in particular. 
 
(5) Group1: 03:20  
01  B:  a:nd eh s- let’s say your nodes? (0.2) are they (.) on 
02  B:  the ↑people (.) or in the machi:nes, 
03  B:  or [both 
04  D:      [mm it could be both 
05  B:  yeah? 
06  Ps:  (0.3) 
07  D:  oboth (   )o 
08  Ps: {(0.2) 
            {n o d e s__ 
09  B:  ono::::des}: ----{---- ((0.8)) o}::{:n ↑peopleo 
            _______}        {      o     n }  { p e o p l e____ 
10  Ps: --------}--((1.0)) 
          ______} 
11  B:  +onot in peopleo 
B:  +takes another Post-it and pastes it on the Canvas
12  Ps: -----------{-- ((1.3)) 
                          { n o d e s____ 
13  B:  ono:::de[s --}----]—{--- ((1.1)) o}:[:n  
            _________}           {    o  n        } 
14  D:              [(         )] 
15  C:                                                         [#3yea:h 
16  Ps: {--!-----((0.7)) 
            { e  q  u  i p  m  e  n  t______ 
C:      !streches R hand towards the Post-it B writes on 
17  B:  oo(eq)uip!mentoo 
      _____________ 
C:                !#4points at Post-it 
18  C:  I’m I’m (.) !for nodes on ↑people I would (.)} 
           ____________________________________} 
C:                    !retracts pointing hand 
19  C:  imagine (the:) there would be a:: (1.0) eh:: some 
20  C:  (sport) (0.5) sporting ehrm: wrist band or knee  
21  C:  bands that you can attach ↑these nodes to 
Example 5: Overlapping talk during writing aloud 
Here the group is discussing how nodes to measure 
heart frequency should be attached – on the person or on 
the machine. D’s suggestion that it “could be both” is 
accepted by B, who starts writing on a Post-it. Again, 
the writing of each word precedes its verbal 
formulation. After completing the first one, with “nodes 
on people” written on it, she takes another Post-it from 
the block and pastes it in front of her. She thus projects 
a second option – that the nodes can be in the machines, 
on this Post-it. In the pause in line 12 she starts writing 
“nodes”, and shorty after starts reading aloud. In 
overlap, D produces a (inaudible) turn, which is not 
picked up by B. Instead, she continues writing aloud. C, 
however, accepts D’s turn with a “yeah” in line 15. As 
B starts writing “equipment” on the Post-it, C stretches 
her right hand towards the Post-it B is currently writing 
on (see figure 3). This can be seen as a way to project an 
upcoming turn-at-talk (Mondada 2007). Her hand ends 
in a pointing gesture (figure 4) in B’s immediate field of 
vision (Goodwin 2003) in overlap with B’s reading 
aloud the word “equipment”. B is still writing at this 
point, and C maintains her pointing hand towards the 
Post-it.  
 
  
Figure 3: Pre-pointing                         Figure 4: C’s pointing  
B finishes the reading of “equipment”. The end is a 
possible completion not just of the turn-at-talk, i.e. the 
reading aloud, but also of the writing on the Post-it – 
which is still in progress. Now C initiates a turn-at-talk 
(line 18). Her turn-beginning includes two re-starts and 
a retraction of the pointing gesture to its home position 
(Sacks and Schegloff 2002). Her turn is now underway 
and extends beyond the last bit of B’s writing. In this 
way, it requires interactional work to initiate a turn-at-
talk while the writer is engaged in (visually and audible) 
displayed writing. Here, the pointing finger in B’s field 
of vision is not only projecting an upcoming turn-at-
talk, but this is significantly withheld until the writing, 
i.e. the displayed writing activity, has come to an end. 
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 
In this paper, I have showed how the activity of writing 
in an interactional setting can both be done as an 
individual “private” activity, and as a displayed social 
and publicly available activity. And, furthermore, that 
writing as a social accomplishment can be done by the 
writer’s online reading of the emerging graphical 
structures. In this regards, I made the observations that 
(i) the writing of a lexical item precedes its 
verbalization, (ii) writing aloud creates a participation 
framework, in which the Post-it, the writing and the 
reading aloud are central components not just to the 
writer him- or herself, but rather to the entire group. Co-
participants orient to writing aloud as a relevant social 
action as further talk is withheld until the (displayed) 
writing has come to a completion. And (iii), that talk 
occurring in overlap with writing aloud is done as 
comments, corrections or suggestion to the emerging 
writing, e.g., as suggestion for changing the course of 
the projected writing. Writing aloud is thus done as a 
publicly displayed activity, in which the group members 
can influence, or at times are invited to ratify the 
emerging writing.  
 
The paper adds to a range of ethnographic studies that 
show how “basic” everyday objects are used in the 
service of interaction (e.g. Luff et al. 2010; Hazel and 
Mortensen accepted). Here, the very design of the Value 
Design Canvas includes and supposes the use of such 
objects as paper (although not necessarily in the form of 
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Post-its) and pens. The ways in which such objects are 
used and implemented into the discussion are made 
relevant in and through the design. Writing Post-its, 
then, is a central component of how participants engage 
with and experience the Value Design Canvas. This 
paper has sought to describe only one practice for 
writing-in-interaction. 
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i Transcription conventions follow Jefferson (e.g. 2004). 
Transcription of participants’ bodily conduct follow 
Mondada (2007) in which ‘+’ notates the writer and ‘!’ 
other participants. 
ii Here ‘{  }’ marks beginning and end of the writing as 
well as what is being written on the Post-it (in bold). 
The duration of the writing is marked with underscore 
(‘___’).
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ABSTRACT 
One aim of participatory innovation is to find new 
ways of engaging people in various situations that 
result in ideas and suggestions. For a socio-
technical system – whether the design process or 
its implemented result – to work smoothly 
(aesthetically) as a specific social order, we should 
understand just how it is practically accomplished.    
In this paper, the just-thisness of an experimental 
teaching situation is explored in which students 
were acting as cyranoids for their teacher who was 
located elsewhere. The situation gives us empirical 
materials about a relatively simple task (listening 
through headphones words to repeat and 
instructions for action), though extraordinary 
circumstances (mediating teaching which would 
normally have been relayed through video/audio). 
We show how the surrogate has to orient to the on-
going lecture as intelligible, to show their 
understanding of the situation to the absent teacher, 
and to recipient design the delivery to the fellow 
students. They have to become a porous membrane 
that mediates between the two sites, exactly like a 
user friendly interface or any fitting part of a socio-
technical system would. Thus the data shows what 
seen but unnoticed interactional work is required to 
participate, rather than to purely mimic or mediate.  
INTRODUCTION  
The topic of the present paper is how a close analysis of 
mediated delivery of teaching (of methods of 
innovation) can inform participatory design. The data 
comes from Robb Mitchell’s on-going work of 
enhancing collaboration through artistic methods which 
challenge and thus explore the (aesthetics of) everyday 
practices. Instead of just being interested in the possible 
feelings and other reported experiences of the 
participants, the aim is – with a detailed multimodal 
analysis of the situation – to shed light on how the 
surrogates managed a three-way alignment 1) to the 
topic (that was also delivered through power point 
slides), 2) to the physically absent teacher and 3) to their 
fellow students. These three aspects are, of course, 
intertwined in the task in progress. What is oriented to is 
1) comprehending the content of the presentation, 2) 
understanding the teacher’s talk as produced either a) as 
repeatable or b) as an instruction to do something else, 
and 3) recipient designing one’s own contribution. The 
question then becomes: Is the surrogate participating or 
merely conveying the message, accomplishing (the 
mechanical task of) a Shannon-Weaverian conduit?  
What can be learnt from the situation as regards 
intelligent interfaces, androids, etc. is some basic 
features of being together with other humans: how not 
just social order but sociability is accomplished as an 
important part of human, always other-oriented, 
presence. The constitutive nature of ‘being there’ while 
‘doing being teacher’ as a cyranoid is a task in which 
information delivery and affect coincide in ways the 
subtlety of which has to be teased out through a careful 
analysis. We want to show how the detailed analysis 
brought us to make links to approaches and concepts 
such as body as porous membrane or 
technomethodology. But first we want to turn to the 
necessarily interdisciplinary background theories and 
approaches that give us the impetus to explore the data 
as embodied interaction in material settings from which 
certain type of participation emerges due to the specific 
material and interactional affordances. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
We approach the cyranoid situation with an 
ethnomethodological (Garfinkel 1967) general 
perspective: How is social order, in this case an 
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experiment (a cyranoid mediated interaction), 
accomplished by the participants’ practical work? As 
ethnomethodology’s interest is in the routine actions, we 
might add that we are interested in what practical, 
embodied work does the mediator, the cyranoid, do in 
order to make the lecture not just an information 
delivery (what they hear in the head phones) but an 
event in which the surrogate oscillates between ‘doing 
being a lecturer’ and being in an extraordinary situation. 
How is this ‘excess’ that is necessary for the situation to 
be a (strange) lecture rather than a mechanic 
reproduction of words or following of instructions 
practically done?  We could claim that the excess is the 
social, the other orientation that can also be called the 
aesthetics of everyday interaction with an embodied 
participant.  
The two locations are not just contexts in which 
something takes place, but offer specific affordances for 
action (cp. Raudaskoski 1999): The context is 
constituted similarly to how the actions and identities 
are. The cyranoid is an affordance for the teacher and 
the audience in the same fashion as an interface would 
be – we have a human replacing an interface. 
Collaboration is a term that is popular in the learning 
sciences at the moment, e.g. in computer-mediated 
collaborative learning (Stahl et al 2006). We claim that 
the cyranoid situation is an example of practical 
cooperation between the teacher and the cyranoid that 
results in collaboration between the teacher-through-
medium and the students when the surrogate manages to 
add the extra dimensions to the talk that are needed to 
invite the audience to be an active part of the situation. 
This makes it possible also to compare the situation 
with computer-mediated cooperative work (Carstensen 
& Schmidt 1999): The student is the ‘software’ that not 
only executes the teacher’s ‘program’ but in doing that 
also supports the audience.  
So we have several approaches, fields and situations to 
discuss and compare when analysing exactly what was 
going on in the cyranoid settings. However, instead of 
making grand philosophical or theoretical claims (arm 
chair innovation), we base our general observations on 
close analyses, instead of quick noticings, of the video 
materials collected from the situations (practice based 
innovation). 
DATA AND METHODS 
Our data comes from two trials with surrogate teachers, 
one conducted in an art school with guest teachers from 
Glasgow and Edinburgh, the other from a university in 
Denmark where the regular teacher was placed in 
another location in order for the trial to take place. In 
both cases the students were asked one by one to be the 
cyranoid such that the whole lesson was undertaken by 
them. There were two teachers and five student 
surrogates in the art school and one teacher with seven 
surrogates in the university context. The lecture in the 
latter happened to be about innovative methods. 
In both places, the second author recorded the session 
with a handheld camera. At the university, a stable 
camera was recording what the teacher did in his 
location. The two videos (one from the classroom, the 
other from the teacher’s location) were combined to a 
split screen version which made it easier to follow what 
was going on from the teacher’s and the surrogate’s 
perspective. The videos were logged to observe the 
main interactional features of what was going on, after 
which a rough transcript was made of what was said that 
then could be used as basis for a more detailed 
multimodal analysis (cp. Raudaskoski 1999). 
As mentioned above, the situation is in a way a reverse 
one from or comparable to interactive text and 
animation based tutorials that have features of human 
interaction. Raudaskoski (1999) analyses the interaction 
between users and such human-like ‘surrogates’ 
(exhibiting first pair parts of adjacency pairs, repair, 
etc.). From analysing the present situations, we get an 
idea of what might be missing from or even impossible 
to add to such technical designs. 
Figure 1 shows an image from the split screen version, 
depicting the bodily base positions of the students, the 
surrogate and the teacher.  
 
 
Figure 1. Base positions 
In the following we show a transcript of a fairly long 
extract from the situation shown in Figure 1. We use it 
as an example to discuss our analytical observations and 
what we want to conclude from them in the Results 
section. 
EVALUATION OF DATA  
The teacher could hear what was going on in the 
classroom and the cyranoid could hear the teacher. 
None could see each other’s locations. As the video data 
captures both sites of the event, it was possible to follow 
how the teacher delivered his talk in accordance to what 
he could hear from the site of engagement. In similar 
fashion, the analysts knew what the surrogate heard in 
their headphones. Thus it was possible to detect and 
analyse the participants’ perspective of what was going 
on which is essential for a conversation analytical task. 
Also, the Power Point slides were readable from the 
screens, so that that communicative resource was also 
known. It was only in the art school data that the visuals 
referred to were not clear. 
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1   T: [and what can you say did you (.) learn,  
  [((sits up with hands on thighs)) 
  ((back to base; gaze to big screen)) 
4   C: er: and [what can you say that (.) [you learnt, 
                  [((right hand with chalk)) [((right hand open,   
         shakes)) 
7   S:  [((answer)) 
8   T:  [((listening, gaze to the slides and then to middle   
  space, small head nods)) 
   [.HH did you come up with any new ideas which you  
  didn’t have (.) before,  
  [((straightens back, to base with gaze to big screen)) 
13 C: [((gaze up on ceiling))  
      did you [come up with any [new ideas that you 
                  [                  [   
  didn’t have before, 
17 S: [((answer)) 
18 T: [((listening, turned towards big screen, head nods))  
.HH and what was the total number of ideas at the end, 
((gaze to screen with slides)) 
21 C: and [what was the [total number of ideas you 
      [     [  
[had at the end (.) of the session 
[  
 
26 S: [((answer)) 
27 C: [((a couple of nods)) 
28 T: [((listening, gaze past of the screen with PPTs and   
  then down, slight head nods)) 
  ((sits up, gaze to middle of the screens)) .HH very  
  good very good 
32 C: very good very good ((smiling)) 
33 S: othank youo 
34 ?: ohe heo 
35 T:  [and and how did you ensure that the  
  [((leans forward a bit, gaze to big screen)) 
 
   [atmosphere was er was fun and everybody er enjoyed it, 
     [((head turn towards PPT screen)) 
40 C: and [how did you ensure that >your- < [that 
            [                                                [  
 
  the [ats- atmosphere was er was er [good and  
           [                                    [  
  everybody enjoyed it, 
 
46 S: [((answer)) 
47 C: [((smiling, gaze wondering btw S and the hands in   
  which chalk is being fiddled, one side step with head  
  turn/gaze to his left)) 
50 T: [((gaze to camera, slowly back to PPTs; small nods)) 
  [er before we go on, (.)    
  [((head turn to big screen)) 
53 C: >before we go [on,< 
                 [  
54 T: [is there er anybody there that has er any questions for  
  Michael that er: about the creativity session he did 
  [((turns slowly away from big screen to btw PPT and  
  camera and back to big screen)) 
59 C: [((tapping right loose fist with left loose fist)) 
  okay (.) is there [anybody here who has any  
                           [  
  [questions er for Michael about [the crea-tivity  
  [              [  
 
  [session that he did=[that we did   
  [                  [  
 
67 T:  
68 C: no ((with slight head shake)) 
69 T: ((turns to PPT/mouse/keyboard)) no, 
70 C: [=no. 
  [((gaze down to PPT)) 
72 T: okay, can you go to slide two, ((click, new slide)) 
73 C: [yeas of course 
  [((presses a button on keyboard, new PPT)) 
 
  [slide two (.) oladies and gentlemeno   
  [((turns to projected screen and back, step backward)) 
 
79 T: [er this is the crea-tivity (.) process,  
  [((turns to face the PPT screen directly)) 
81 C: [((turn to projection)) this is [the creativity process, 
                                                         [   
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RESULTS 
The practical task of being a cyranoid meant that the 
surrogate was at all times accountable for understanding 
what they were saying, for following the teacher’s 
instructions to speak and do and for making their 
performance accountable for the copresent students. 
These aspects are always entangled, as can be seen at 
the very beginning of the transcript. When the cyranoid 
in line 4 repeats the teacher’s words, the hesitation 
marker (er::) does not necessarily convey cognitive 
problems (of understanding), but it serves to show the 
students and the teacher that the mediator is always 
doing memory work. In fact, it marks him as a 
considerate mediator (cp. Speer & Potter 2002): He 
does not merely repeat mechanically. The reformulation 
of the repeat (this time how the past tense is conveyed) 
also serves as a marker of comprehension to both 
parties. The fact that the surrogate drops the stress on 
the word learn and does a movement with the right hand 
adds to the memorizing nature of the delivery: The hand 
movement marks he achieved to deliver the last word. 
The use of hand gestures makes the surrogate’s talk 
livelier and could be considered to be solely other-
oriented. The person in this extract was gesturing more 
than the other students and gave an immediate 
impression of recipient designing his turns by batons. 
However, he often seemed to use hand gestures to 
scaffold his work of mediation, as shown above. For 
instance in his turn starting line 40, the hand gestures 
mark the start of the turn (line 41), self-repair (lines 41 
and 42) and finding a semantically similar word (good) 
in line 42.  
At the end of the extract we have an example of an 
instruction for action (line 72) that is not just done 
without talk or with a repetition of the words slide two. 
Instead, the surrogate forms a two-way channel with the 
teacher by answering to the polite question in the 
request (line 73) – the audience do not hear what he is 
agreeing to. The successful execution of the instruction 
is conveyed to the teacher by repeating the last part of 
his request (line 76). After a slight pause the cyranoid 
transfers the turn to be oriented towards the audience by 
adding his own words (ladies and gentlemen). So the 
three aspects of the practical task (the content, following 
instructions and delivering intelligible talk) are always 
entangled for the cyranoid. 
DISCUSSION 
The above example of how our analytical work 
proceeded, shows how the cyranoid has to manage three 
orientations. All the participants could accomplish the 
task, but the person in our example seemed to do a very 
good job, especially with his lively gesturing. We took 
the gesturing at first to always concern the audience, but 
a closer analysis showed that it was also related to the 
publicly observable memory work (Middleton & Brown 
2005) that the delivery necessarily entailed. The 
cyranoid was a porous flexible entity in flow with their 
environment (cp. Blackman 2008). This was 
accomplished through routine, seen but unnoticed 
methods such as continuous practical reasoning of what 
is going on now and what is the next relevant action (an 
example can be seen in lines 69-71from the immediate 
orientation in both locations to the next slide). When our 
cyranoids used hand movements, made reformulations 
or comments to the words they were relaying, they were 
giving subtle (gestures) or explicit (slide two) accounts 
of them doing the work of representing the teacher. 
Unlike an everyday laminated speaker (eg. Goodwin 
2010) or interpreter they were 3D animators of the 
teacher. In their performance of social contraption 
(Mitchell et al 2011) they were being perfectly 
technomethodological (Button & Dourish 1996) 
interfaces, exhibiting how the most innovative setup is 
based on analysable sensibilities.  
REFERENCES 
Blackman, L. 2008. The body. Oxford: Berg. 
Carstensen, P.H. & Schmidt, K. 2003, ‘Computer 
supported cooperative work: new challenges to systems 
design’. In Itoh, K. (ed.). Handbook of Human 
Factors/Ergonomics. Tokyo: Asakura Publishing, pp. 
619-636. 
Button, G. & Dourish, P. 1996, ‘Technomethodology: 
Paradoxes and possibilities’, CHI-96, Vancouver. 
Garfinkel, H. 1967. Studies in Ethnomethodology. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  
Middleton, D. & Brown, S.D. 2005. The Social 
Psychology of Experience. Studies in Remembering and 
Forgetting. London: Sage. 
Mitchell, R., Gillespie, A. & O’Brien, B. 2011, Cyranic 
contraptions: Using personality surrogates to explore 
ontologically and socially dynamic contexts, 
DESIRE’11 Eindhoven, pp.199-210 
Raudaskoski P. 1999. The Use of Communicative 
Resources in Language Technology Environments: a 
Conversation Analytic Approach to Semiosis at 
Computer Media. University of Oulu: Åbo Akademi.   
Speer, S. & Potter, J. 2002, ‘From performatives to 
practices. Judith Butler, Discursive Psychology and the 
management of heterosexist talk’. In McIlvenny, P. 
(ed.) Talking gender and sexuality. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins, pp.151-180. 
Stahl, G., Koschmann, T., & Suthers, D. 2006, 
‘Computer-supported collaborative learning: An 
historical perspective.’ In Sawyer, R. K. (ed.) 
Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, pp. 409-
426.
 
130 Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK I: Aesthetics of Designed Participationarticipatory Innovati  Conference 2013, L hti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
OBJECTS CAN INDICATE VERY 
DIFFERENT ‘THINGS’
MARIE ROSA BEUTHEL 
SPIRE, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN DENMARK 
MBEUT08@STUDENT.SDU.DK 
JACOB BUUR 
SPIRE, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN DENMARK 
BUUR@MCI.SDU.DK
ABSTRACT 
This research describes how participants can orient 
to and create conversations around objects in 
different ways in the context of a video analysis 
workshop: In what way the ‘things’ facilitate and 
might be integrated into this social process of 
sense-making. In participatory workshops tangible 
materials are often used to visualize ideas and to 
help the participants get into a creative mood. 
Here, we study how objects may support rather 
analytic activities. We point out how these objects 
influence human actions and interactions both in 
situations in which they are offered to stimulate a 
particular practice and in everyday situations in 
which they surround us ubiquitously. They can 
activate discussions, work as touchable 
vocabularies and trigger emotions. 
INTRODUCTION  
Man-made objects of many kinds are ubiquitous in our 
surroundings and influence our actions and interactions 
- whether we want it or not. In Participatory Design it is 
common to use objects to encourage collaborative work 
across multiple disciplines (Bødker et al. 1987). In 
participatory workshops objects are used to visualize 
future ideas and to help the participants get into a 
creative mood.  They change the workshop atmosphere 
to a playful setting and let the participants integrate 
them in their thoughts. 
By looking at video material from participatory 
workshops one can see how participants orient to and 
create conversations around objects in different ways, 
and how the objects are integrated in the “co-
construction of meaning” (Heinemann et al. 2011). In 
this paper we will first give an overview of research in 
the field of tangible objects in use, introduce what kind 
of objects are addressed here and how they are 
integrated in the social activities of a workshop. 
Following a discussion of the data and method used we 
will turn to the analysis of the data and categorize the 
use with objects into three different manners that objects 
are dealt with.  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Lucy Suchman (1987) introduced the notion that the 
interaction with objects and their surroundings defines 
the activities of people. Understanding the influence of 
objects on human actions is therefore quite valuable for 
organising workshops in which tangible material is used 
and impacts the outcomes. Other researchers show that 
people are using gestures, especially “pointing”, to 
indicate objects in their discussion and idea generation 
(Fasulo and Monzoni 2009). The use of material in a 
workshop environment offers an accessible platform on 
which everyone can participate somehow – even silently 
(Heinemann et al. 2011). In line with Telier’s and 
Latour’s notion of ‘things’ we see them in interactions 
with people - involved and interwoven in social 
activities (Telier 2012; Latour 2008). Things symbolize 
and embody different meanings expressed with 
language and by this means they work as metaphors and 
their original function might be overlooked (Streeck 
1996). Physical things stimulate hand and body 
movements (Hornecker, 2005), the thinking and 
communication process of participants and, more 
 
Figure 1: Workshop participant seemingly not satisfied with an object 
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generally, the entire creative flow of a group (Giaccardi 
& Candy 2007). When talking about things, participants 
tend to connect thoughts and develop complex concepts 
around them (Hindmarsh and Heath 2000). It supports 
the vitality of working and the group dynamics and 
helps to “coordinate” an innovative workshop (Luck, 
2007). Especially because people create meaning 
around an object collaboratively, they can act as triggers 
of discussion. 
Buur & Soendergaard (2000) introduced the Video Card 
Game as an innovative way of analysing video using 
objects. Objects can be of different sizes and can have 
different features depending on the purpose of the 
activity. Tangible objects tend to “address human 
perceptual-motor skills” (Djajadiningrat et al., 2004) 
and consequently trigger workshop participants to 
include them into their thoughts and discussions in 
different ways. The features of the objects influence 
how participants use and involve the objects (Atelier, 
2011), Figure 1. 
DATA AND METHODS 
Three different workshops were conducted and the 
video material is analysed with regard to the use of and 
the interaction with tangible objects. The type of 
workshops analysed here are not participatory design 
workshops in a classic sense, rather they are Interaction 
Analysis Lab sessions as described by Jordan & 
Henderson (1995). The workshops brought together 2-5 
researchers with one shared goal: to find possible 
research themes while analysing video material, which 
could be interesting for the team of SPIRE (Sønderborg 
Participatory Innovation Research Centre). The video 
material, however, stemmed from participatory 
innovation workshops, and we employed tangible 
objects to support the collaborative video analysis 
process. 
To show the integration of material in such Interaction 
Analysis Lab sessions we chose to focus on those three 
groups that analysed a business model innovation 
workshop from a particular project. Our analyst’s use a 
toy train set to collaboratively reconstruct the building 
process shown in the videos. The video under analysis 
documents how different stakeholders from a Danish 
ventilation system manufacturer; its suppliers and 
customers build a new business model with the toy 
train. They are involved in the project ‘User-Driven 
Innovation in Value Chains’ and were in this workshop 
trying to formulate their ideas about the future 
‘customer journey’ (Buur & Beuthel this volume). The 
Interaction Analysis Lab participants rebuild the actions 
to learn about the group dynamics, the final train 
construction, its meaning and other new research 
themes. 
To study out how participants integrate objects in 
collaborative workshops it makes sense to look at them 
in action and see how participants interact with them. 
Hence, the video data is analysed inductively to get a 
qualitative research result. Transcriptions were made 
from the most significant moments, which is a common 
method in conversation analysis (CA). The main idea of 
CA is to look at naturally occurring situations and 
analyse by asking how people interact (Sacks, Schegloff 
& Jefferson 1974; Heritage & Clayman 2010). In this 
case we analyse the combination of conversations and 
interactions with the objects. Figures 2,3 and 4 show 
bits of the interactions together with frame shots. The 
focus of our analysis is both on how participants interact 
with the objects, and on what happens before and 
afterwards. The passive positioning of the objects play a 
major role in the analysis, as does how participants use 
the objects in conversation, and what kind of emotions, 
gestures and other actions they release. All in all it is an 
emic approach that focuses on the participants’ “actions 
produced in interaction” (Luck 2007) to find out how 
the objects are being used and treated in such situations. 
THREE ROLES THAT MATERIAL PLAYS  
In the video data we identify different categories of how 
participants socially integrate objects and unconsciously 
attach roles to them to support the process of 
collaboration. 
1. DISCUSSION ACTIVATOR 
The objects help participants get started in the group 
process. They give a certain “access point” (Hornecker 
2005) into the activity and let participants observe, 
touch and play around with material before and while 
starting to discuss. The tangible objects lead into 
conversations by their presence on the table together 
with the screen that shows video of a similar activity. 
 
Figure 2: Workshop participants start discussions by touching and referring to tangible objects
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They position in between the participants and the screen 
means that they are always in people’s perceptual fields 
when watching the video, which invites to include them 
into thoughts. Conversations are therefore illustrative 
and visualize ideas (Figure 2.1). The objects constitute a 
common starting point for all participants around the 
table to begin to interact and discuss.  
The objects provide hints to the participants in different 
manners, for example when they include written text 
from the participants they tell a clear story of what has 
been done with them before, or when they are moved by 
participants others might take this as a discussion 
activator especially when they do not agree with the 
new positions or concepts. Pointing at pieces, 
comparing them with the video clips or referring to 
them in conversations also starts discussions. When 
someone has an object in his/her hand, it can 
incidentally be integrated into a discussion by others to 
support an argument and gets everyone’s attention while 
discussing (Figure 2.2). Objects seem to give people 
power since others are attentive and listen to them when 
using an object as an explanation tool. Sometimes 
obstacles are in the way of people’s gestures and 
therefore accidently get their attention (Figure 2.3). It 
makes participants think when touching things and even 
more so when materials ‘do’ something unexpected.  
2. TOUCHABLE VOCABULARIES  
Depending on the personalities, aims and mood, people 
interact differently with the tangibles. Some tend to 
construct and participate silently whereas others mostly 
talk. Objects are used to play around with while doing 
other activities. While looking at and touching material 
the participants create new concepts and vocabularies 
around the objects. In the videos the participants 
frequently refer to objects with “this”, “that”, “he”, 
“she”, “thingie” or “piece” (Figure 3.4) and use the 
objects as words or names in their dialogues 
(Wittgenstein 1958 p.123). It happens more often after 
others or they themselves have described the objects’ 
meaning and after someone has touched the object. 
The objects are combined with words, refer to concepts, 
carry stories and get a certain meaning when 
participants name, point at and talk about them (Luck 
2007). They are used for explaining circumstances or 
concepts, as argument, and to facilitate understanding 
(Figure 3.5). Through using objects as vocabularies one 
gets others’ attention especially when touching or 
pointing at them while talking at the same time, so the 
location matters in the overall picture of the full 
collection of material (Figure 3.6). The way the wooden 
train set pieces click together seems to invite naming of 
subassemblies of pieces (e.g. track loops) as one 
concept rather than single elements. Many participants 
show curiosity concerning the meaning of pieces and 
ask about concepts or judge elements concerning their 
meaning. For others it seems to be confusing and vague 
to work with this kind of material. The combination of 
gestures, movements and words that unfold around an 
object establishes a vocabulary that can be used in 
conversation although only those participants who 
followed the meaning construction process can 
understand (Fasulo & Monzoni 2009). 
  
Figure 3: Instead of using their own words the participants use objects as vocabularies
 
  
Figure 4: Tangibles trigger emotions in the building process 
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3. EMOTIONAL TRIGGER 
One can literally see in the participants’ faces that 
working with “things” activates feelings (Fasulo & 
Monzoni 2009). There are happy people that smile 
when constructing, making sense, being proud or joking 
about the material (Figure 4). Participants smile also 
when they seem frustrated; others are confused or 
curious which can be seen in their facial expression. But 
we can also observe people express negative emotions 
like disappointment or frustration. When touching 
objects one creates a kind of ownership relating to 
feelings towards the objects (Buur & Soendergaard, 
2000). Although the objects might seem quite static in 
themselves, when used as sense-making tools people 
start to attach meaning to them and include them into 
their actions, so that one attaches also emotions to the 
pieces like one does to actions. 
RESULTS 
In the analysis we identified three different categories of 
how participants orient to, integrate and create meaning 
around objects: Tangibles can activate discussions, not 
only by being present in the space and being introduced 
by the facilitator, but they also inspire participants to 
touch them and play around with them. Workshop 
participants use them to form vocabularies in their talk 
and refer to them as if they had a fixed meaning, at least 
within the particular group. And objects trigger 
emotions, which is noticeable in the participants’ facial 
expressions. In that sense the objects indicate different 
meanings, words and emotional stimulations - or 
‘things’. These findings provide a framework for 
conducting further research. They constitute initial 
observations that should be investigated further also in 
other fields. These results show how objects influence 
participants’ actions and interactions in a participatory 
video workshop setting. It is now distinct that the 
objects are a main part of the video analysis and idea 
finding process and facilitate the collaborative 
innovation activities in different manners. They influ-
ence the working environment and discussions and are 
an influential part of the social collaboration process. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper analyzes fragments from a video re-
cording of a research workshop, in which research-
ers were studying a video of an innovation work-
shop. The researchers not only watched the video 
but also used the same object as the people in the 
innovation workshop, a wooden toy train set. The 
researchers were supposed to make observations 
and, simultaneously, build the same structure with 
the toys as they saw on the video.  
Research in the field of participatory innovation 
has suggested that the use of objects may facilitate 
emotional reactions and that these may enhance 
participation and collaboration. A special case of 
this is when objects behave in unpredictable ways, 
leading workshop participants to express their sur-
prise, which, reportedly, invariably provokes joint 
participation. 
Using a conversation analytic approach, I examine 
cases where participants in the research workshop 
express emotions and surprise, in order to see how 
this affects participation. The analyses confirm that 
objects provoke emotional reactions, but that this 
does not necessarily lead to enhanced participation 
or joint sense making.  
INTRODUCTION  
The topic of the paper is participation in research work-
shops in which objects are used. I have focused on emo-
tional reactions and the activities that they facilitate. 
This is interesting for at least two reasons. Firstly, part-
icipatory design research has suggested that objects are 
especially suited for provoking such reactions and that 
these reactions have beneficial effects on participation 
and innovation. And, secondly, emotional reactions 
have attracted attention from interaction researchers 
because they are “a central part of everyday actions and 
social relations” (Sorjonen and Peräkylä 2012: 3). 
Interaction research may nuance the results from part-
icipatory design research and, thus, lead to more real-
istic insights into the merits and problems inherent in 
using different devices in order to enhance participation.  
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
The main idea with using objects, like the toy train set, 
in workshops is that they, reportedly, facilitate collabor-
ation and enhance participation (Beuthel 2013; Beuthel 
and Buur 2013; Heinemann et al. 2011). Beuthel notes 
that “working with “things” activates feelings” (2013: 
19), and Fasulo and Monzoni (2009) show that emotion 
displays (assessments in their case) play an important 
part in making proposals. 
The train set is a “kinetic” object, which can behave 
unexpectedly and, thus, give rise to expressions of 
surprise (Mitchell et al. 2013). According to Buur et al. 
(2013), the use of such objects in a research workshop 
“helped the researchers uncover patterns and behaviours 
that would have been impossible to record on transcripts 
and difficult to analyse with language and verbal de-
scriptions only” (Buur et al. 2013: 8). Objects may give 
rise to participation modes that interaction without such 
objects does not facilitate (Buur et al. 2013: 5-6). 
Is this then a device that can change interactional 
patterns and lead to new ways of behaving? Coming 
from conversation analysis, and with an interest in 
“applied conversation analysis” (Antaki 2011; Asmuß 
and Steensig 2003), I see this possibility as having pot-
entials beyond the field of participatory innovation. I 
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am, however, skeptical of the possibilities for changing 
behavioral patterns by means of simple devices. As 
shown repeatedly in conversation analytic work, all con-
tributions to interaction are “recipient designed” (Sacks 
et al. 1974: 727), that is, they are made to fit the part-
icular recipients in the here and now of the situation. 
They are influenced by the ongoing interaction and are 
rarely, if ever, merely spontaneous expressions coming 
out of individual experience (early examples of this 
argument are Sacks 1992: 81-94 [1964], on exchanging 
glances; Goodwin 1979 on the interactive construction 
of a sentence). Furthermore, participants generally 
“patrol” their knowledge territories (Heritage 2011; 
2012a, 2012b; Heritage and Raymond 2005), leaving 
little space for surprises and changes. Finally, there may 
be norms in “institutional interaction” (Drew and Heri-
tage 1992) that give priority to task-oriented activities 
over other, more playful, ones.  
DATA AND METHODS 
My data for this report consist of a video recording of 
four participatory innovation researchers who are exam-
ining a video from an innovation workshop. The people 
in the innovation workshop had built a “business mo-
del” by means of a toy train set, and now the researchers 
are trying to rebuild this model by means of the same 
train set, while watching and discussing the video.     
The research workshop video is 24 minutes long, it is in 
Danish, and was provided by Marie Rosa Beuthel and 
Jacob Buur, of SPIRE, University of Southern Den-
mark.  
The four participants in the video are here called A, B, 
C and D, according to their positions from left to right 
(see fig. 1). The two main objects they are handling are 
the computer screen in the middle of fig. 1 and the toy 
train set. In fig. 1, rails and other parts from the train set 
are laid out on the table. There are more pieces in the 
box in the bottom left corner. 
Figure 1: How participants and objects are placed 
Most of the time, C controls the replay of the video by 
pressing the touch pad on the computer. D, occasion-
ally, notes down time settings on a piece of paper. 
I started out taking notes of all the places where a part-
icipant reacted emotionally. The reactions were outcries 
like ‘Oops’, ‘Ooh’, ‘A:::h’, ‘Oh no’, ‘What the hell’, 
laughter or giggling, sometimes combined with other 
sounds, and subjective comments, like ‘How terrible he 
is’. These reactions were often combined with visual 
displays of emotion (Beuthel 2013), but none of the 
emotion displays were done with visual means only.  
I transcribed five fragments surrounding emotion 
displays, using conversation analytic conventions 
(Jefferson 2004) and analyzed them (while comparing 
also with my notes of the other emotion displays).  
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS  
The two main activities that the researchers engage in 
throughout are (1) building the model and (2) watching 
the video. The two activities are aligned, in that the 
building of the model reflects what can be seen on the 
video. The emotion displays relate to these two act-
ivities. There were 18 emotion displays altogether. 
Interestingly only seven of these were reactions to the 
kinetic object, in casu, the way the toy pieces had been 
laid out on the table, and eleven were reactions to some-
thing that the participants saw on the video. 
The emotion displays and the orientation to the two act-
ivities sometimes work together and sometimes compete 
with each other. In what follows I shall analyze instanc-
es of both. 
COMPETITION BETWEEN EMOTIONAL REACTION 
AND ORIENTATION TO VIDEO 
Leading up to transcript 1a, A and D have been moving 
pieces of the train set, and B and C have (mainly) been 
watching the video. When transcript 1a begins, A and D 
have sat down, C presses the computer and stops the 
video:  
01 B: [{A::j,]  
                EXCLAMATION 
02 C: [{Se nu] [har han (det) der °(grå/på)°]  
                   Look now he has that (grey/on) 
                 {C points to screen 
03 B:           [{Hold                    kæft         ]=  
               Shut up ((I’ll be damned)) 
              {A and D look tow. screen 
04 B: ={hvor er han irriterende.  
       how irritating he is 
     {A and D look more intensely at screen 
     {C looks tow. B 
05  {(0.3)  
   {B looks tow. screen 
   {C points to screen and looks tow. screen 
Transcript 1a: 14.40 minutes into recording 
In lines 01, 03 and 04, B comments on one of the per-
sons on the video. She begins with an emotional outcry 
in line 01, pronounced in a clearly “irritated” way, and 
then in lines 03-04 expresses the view that the person is 
“irritating”. Simultaneously, C points to the screen and 
makes a comment that is not emotionally charged (line 
02), but is, rather, task-oriented. Even though it is not 
clear exactly what C says, it turns out later that what C 
comments cause participants to make a note, treating 
this as relevant to the job at hand. B and C’s comments 
are both occasioned by what they have seen on the 
video and they both demand attention, C’s comment 
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explicitly calls for attention (‘look’, line 02) and B’s 
comment invites reactions through being an assessment 
of something all parties have access to (Pomerantz 
1984). 
There is no immediate reaction to any of the two con-
tributions, except that in the brief silence in line 05, B 
and C shift their attention towards the computer screen 
and C points to the screen, apparently as a follow-up to 
his own comment about what was going on in the video. 
B now upgrades her assessment: 
06 B: {Jeg slår [ham snart.=  
    Soon I slap him 
07 C:                 [°(hm)°  
08 D: ={hn [hn ↑hn  ↓hn hn] 
09 C:           [{Nu tør hun {t]a den der hus op nu o' 
               Now she dares take that house up now an'  
     {D glances at B 
              {C makes circling movements with index  
          finger in front of comp. screen 
                                    {D looks tow. screen 
Transcript 1b (continued from 1a) 
B’s ‘soon I slap him’ in line 06 adds to her negative 
assessment a subjective and humorous tone. This can be 
seen as a pursuit of a response. D reacts to this by 
laughing and glancing briefly at B. C, however, contin-
ues talking in a serious mode about what happens on the 
screen, and D quickly returns gaze to the screen, as do 
the others. After this, C continues talking about what 
happens on the screen and everyone attends to this (not 
shown).  
In this fragment, we see two competing activities: An 
emotional reaction to someone on the video and a more 
descriptive comment about points of potential import-
ance for the task the group is carrying out. Though B 
upgrades her emotional reaction, she gets only a very 
temporary reaction, and everybody (including B) focus 
back on the screen and on C’s task-relevant comments.  
In most of the cases when someone reacts emotionally 
to something happening on the video, this has only very 
limited consequences for the interaction. Other particip-
ants override such emotionality with more serious and 
task-related activities. It is possible that this has to do 
with what participants react to. Looking at and manipul-
ating a computer is an integrated part of the particip-
ants’ professional life, and this may add to their orient-
ation towards carrying out the professional tasks. Per-
haps, as mentioned in the introduction, we need kinetic 
objects with a potential for surprise to give rise to more 
innovative participation modes.  
To investigate this possibility, I looked closer at some of 
the instances where the toy set triggered emotion dis-
plays. Below, I analyze two such instances. Both are 
“Oops! moments” (Mitchell et al. 2013), but they give 
rise to different types of participation.  
AN EMOTION DISPLAY THAT GENERATES 
COLLABORATION 
Transcript 2a below comes from the first phase of the 
recording. The video is stopped and all four participants 
take part in putting together pieces from the toy set to 
re-create the construction as it is at the point where the 
video has been stopped. C, accidentally, pushes a piece 
in the construction (fig. 2), causing a rail connected to 
the bridge to fall down (fig. 3). 
Figure 2: C pushes 
 
Figure 3: C rail falls down 
The falling of the rail makes a sound, and D, who is the 
main builder of this part of the construction, reacts with 
a loud HOV hov °(hov)° (‘Oops’) in line 02.  
01  {(0.3)  
   {D turns head towards bridge 
02 D: {HOV {hov °(hov)°.  
    Oops 
   {D moves toward end of bridge 
               {C stretches head to see tow. bridge 
03  {(0.5)  
   {D reaches out r.h. to get piece that has fallen 
04  {(0.2)  
   {A looks tow. bridge 
05 ?: {hnf [hnf (·hhh)  
06 B/D?:    [Hov hov.  
              Oops 
   {D lifts up piece, starts putting it back tow.  
     bridge 
Transcript 2a: 0.42 minutes into recording 
Danish Hov hov can be used to register and express be-
wilderment about one’s own mistake. But it can also 
have a reproaching character, directed at a fault some-
one else has made. D’s HOV hov °(hov)° doesn’t sound 
reproaching, but it does influence the interaction. It 
makes both C (line 02) and A (line 04) look at D’s part 
of the construction. It also provokes giggling (line 05) 
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and another ‘oops’ (line 06). Next, also B joins the act-
ivity:  
07  {(0.2)  
   {B looks tow. bridge, holds out piece tow. bridge 
08 B: {Hov hov.=  
    Oops 
   {D places piece so it fits w. bridge 
09 A: {Hov.  
    Oops 
Transcript 2b (continued from 2a) 
Here, B visibly attends what is happening with the 
bridge. She holds out a piece (line 07) that she later 
claims fits the bridge, and both she and A join the choir 
of ‘oops’es (lines 08-09). After this, all participants 
focus on the bridge and what is to happen with it (not 
shown).  
AN EMOTION DISPLAY AS A TRANSITION TO VIDEO 
WATCHING 
The last fragment is taken from slightly later in the first 
phase of the recording. Participants have been jointly in-
volved in building a circle, comparing to what they see 
on the video (which is stopped here), and discussing 
what is wrong with their circle. D, who has just attached 
a piece, stops her movements, A looks intensely at the 
circle, while B looks towards the video (fig. 4) 
 
Figure 4: A and D "freeze" 
Clearly, the participants are stuck, and this provokes an 
emotional reaction from A (see transcript 3): 
01 A: {pfhhm hm hmh.  
   {A moves head backwards 
   {B looks tow. circle on table 
02 A: {°Hmf hm hm°.  
   {A looks tow. screen 
03  {(0.2)  
   {A laughs silently (shoulders move) 
04 C: [Je' tror vi {ska se li[dt mere]video.  
    I think we should watch a little more video 
05 A: [°(hm      hm)°          [             ] 
06 D:                                   [Ja,        ] 
                                       yes 
                 {C moves r.h. tow. touch pad 
                 {D retracts r.h., looks tow. screen 
Transcript 3: 1.36 minutes into recording 
A laughs in lines 01-02, moves his head away from the 
position over the circle and shifts gaze towards the 
screen. This seems to express a frustration about the 
situation, a mode which is probably already in the air 
because the participants have “frozen”. Nobody joins 
the laughter or shows any other sign of emotion. Rather, 
both A himself and C and D use the laughter as a cue to 
(re-)direct their attention to the screen. This physical re-
orientation is then made explicit as C proposes that they 
watch more video (line 04), to which D reacts promptly 
(at the first recognition point, Jefferson 1973). After 
this, C presses the touch pad and they all watch the vi-
deo for a while (not shown).  
In this case, the emotion display (the laughter) did result 
in a shift in activities, but not to a heightened collabor-
ation in physical activities or any other “innovative” 
moves. Rather, it marked the end of the collaboration 
and initiated a shift in activity, back to the more passive 
activity of watching the video.  
DISCUSSION 
Both video watching and the kinetic objects gave rise to 
emotional reactions. But the emotion displays did not 
necessarily engender enhanced participation. The main 
factor influencing what happened after an emotion dis-
play seemed to be the role it played in the overall activ-
ity. As long as emotional reactions fitted into the ongo-
ing activity of constructing (as was the case with frag-
ment 2), the emotion displays were used to enhance 
participation in that activity.  
But when there is competition between activities, as in 
fragment 1, where an emotional assessment competed 
with a task-oriented description, or in fragment 3, where 
(an apparently unsuccessful) continuation of the con-
struction competed with learning more from the video, 
the more serious and “traditional” activities seemed to 
overrule the more emotional ones. Among these re-
searchers, there seems to be a “seriousness” norm. This 
norm is enforced through disregarding emotional react-
ions and through the embodied use of affordances of the 
computer: pointing to the screen and controlling the 
playback of the video.  
Tentatively, I suggest that merely offering kinetic ob-
jects that can provoke reactions does not have much 
potential when it comes to changing modes of partic-
ipation. It is people’s use of objects, their orientation to 
the job at hand, and the affordances that all present ob-
jects and participants provide, which together create the 
opportunities to participate and change. 
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 Design Anthropology and Social Innovation
Social innovation does not have fixed boundaries; it cuts across all sectors and 
very diverse fields. It can also be described as changes in ways of thinking: 
changes in mental models and institutional and social norms that increase the 
potential renewal of society; novel solutions to social problems with societal value; 
processes that include or exclude different voices or agendas at different points 
in societal initiatives, or as new ideas that work in meeting social goals. Work 
communities and their networks are a core resource at the grass-roots level in 
social innovations. Social innovations give communities an opportunity to form, 
to assess and to develop operations and, for instance, to develop multiple points 
of view while exploring valuable ways of organizing. 
This track brings together design anthropologists, business researchers 
and practitioners who focus on social innovation. Combining design and 
anthropology has over the years led to innovations in how ‘the social’ is addressed 
in design processes. Through cases and conceptual papers, we explore how 
design anthropology and social innovation overlap, how design anthropology 
contributes to social innovation and vice versa. The 13 papers that contribute to 
these explorations fit roughly under five themes: 
1. Weaving Meaning into Action – This theme focuses on the organization 
of people, representations and process that blur categories of research, 
design, and even action.
2. Community Building – These two papers shed light on using the forces of 
people in a community to express themselves and (re)create themselves. 
3. Exploring Potentials – Research provides understanding that can 
potentially shape change mechanisms. These papers tackle different 
ways of conducting research for change. 
4. Conceptualizations for Change – Ways of conceptualizing the social, 
community, and change processes provide structure for those involved in 
planning and conducting complex initiates. These papers make central 
key concepts for such work. 
5. Theatre in Use – The “equipment” of theatre, whether the process, the 
stage, the actors and props, can be seen as an action-based framework 
for productive audience-performer interaction. These papers provide 
two very different ways of using theatre in innovation work. 
chairs Helinä Melkas, LUT LSI
 Brendon Clark, Interactive Institute
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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this paper is to examine the 
emergence of a specific innovation as a social 
process. We will categorize the elements of 
“social” as either triggers or barriers that have 
contributed to the innovation process.  
We describe this structure and these dynamics as a
social tapestry. This metaphor refers to the finding 
that the emergence of this innovation was the result 
of serial coincidences rather than conscious 
planning. Ideas and needs that emerged 
simultaneously in different contexts mixed and 
enriched each other through favourable social 
interactions.  
The notion of innovation as a social process is 
often highlighted, but detailed analyses of this 
process have been rare. This paper contributes to 
theoretical and practical understanding of the 
social mechanisms involved in the emergence of 
innovations by focusing on a case study of a non-
linear, user-driven innovation process.  
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this paper is to examine the emergence 
of a specific innovation as a social process. We structure 
and model the dynamics of this process, during which 
an idea gradually developed into a more refined 
innovation embryo. 
We will take a closer look at the front-end phase of an 
innovation process by examining a case study of two 
user-oriented concepts that resulted in encouraging 
experiences. These concepts are called the memory or 
reminiscence stick (mStick) and the health stick 
(hStick), both developed as part of a Finnish R&D 
project. The aim of the project is to enhance well-being 
of senior citizens by using simple and inexpensive 
technology - ordinary USB sticks - in elderly and health 
care contexts. (See e.g. Pekkarinen et al. forthcoming) 
By the term front-end, we are referring to the phase of 
clarifying the idea into a project plan, before piloting 
and diffusion. 
The mStick is a biographical memory store: personal 
documents, like family photographs, texts, audio and 
video clips are stored on a USB stick. It can also be 
based on collective memories. The mStick provides 
meaningful entertainment to independent elderly people 
and also those living in residential care or long-term 
care and suffering from memory and communication 
problems. 
The hStick contains information on health and health 
behavior. It functions as a safety device in the case of 
acute illnesses or injuries and as a means for promotion 
of one’s own health. 
We will examine the influence of social aspects in the 
innovation process by defining the central social 
elements as well as those forces, i.e. triggers and 
barriers that contributed to steering the process. Social 
elements may indirectly include aspects that are not 
‘obviously’ social, such as societal trends or material 
properties, but which play a role in the social 
construction of an innovation embryo. Those elements 
either promote or hinder social relationships. 
Although social aspects are often highlighted in 
discussions of innovation emergence, detailed analyses 
of this social process have been rare. This paper 
increases theoretical and practical understanding of the 
social mechanisms involved in the emergence of 
innovations and what a non-linear, user-driven 
innovation process means in practice. 
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LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Nowadays, innovation is seen as a social, interactive, 
open process in which customers, suppliers and other 
partners are integrated at the heart of product 
development (Enkel et al. 2009). Open innovation is a 
paradigm that assumes that organizations can and 
should use external ideas as well as internal ideas and 
combine them to create value (Chesbrough 2003, 2006). 
A special form of open innovation, user-driven 
innovation, is highlighted in this study. This approach 
focuses on the role of customers and users (von Hippel 
1986, 2005, Gassmann 2006) in both the innovation 
process and the end-result: the innovation itself 
(Hennala 2011). User involvement especially in the 
early stage of the innovation process, for instance in the 
ideation phase, is useful according to research (cf. 
Kristensson and Magnusson, 2005).   
A user-driven service innovation approach is defined as 
service renewal based on a systematic way of 
recognizing customer and user needs and developing 
accurate solutions to these needs (Rosted 2005; Nordic 
Council of Ministers 2006; Nordic Innovation Centre 
2007; Røtnes and Staalesen 2009). According to a 
report published by Nordic Innovation Centre (2007), 
user-drivenness in development of services is best 
fulfilled when users are concretely involved in service 
development processes, instead of using the 
professionals as messengers at customer interface (see 
e.g. Hennala 2011).  
There are two main perspectives in user-driven 
innovation: (1) the voice of the customer/user and (2) 
lead-user innovation (for other ways of categorizing 
user-driven innovation, see e.g., Wise and Høgenhaven 
2008; Hennala et al. 2012). The ‘voice of the customer’ 
approach is suitable for making customers’ needs and 
wishes visible, whereas the lead-user approach is useful 
for finding solutions (Nordic Council of Ministers 
2006). 
Even though the concept of social innovation is widely 
used, it is far from unambiguous, having a variety of 
definitions (Joutsenoja and Lindh 2004). The definitions 
of social innovation have varied from ‘the public good’ 
to the reproduction of the institutional structures of 
social and health policies (Saari 2008; see also Pol and 
Ville 2009). Our case study is an example of an 
innovation that is social in both its ends and its means 
(cf. Hubert 2010) and develop social practices in elderly 
care. Furthermore, the concept was co-created with 
users and other stakeholders in a socially sustainable 
way.  
DATA AND METHODS 
The data consists of 1) open interviews with the five key 
individuals (the lead user and four people of either a 
development or research orientation) who were the 
initiators of the Sticks project and 2) original documents 
(memos, presentations, e-mail messages) produced 
throughout the development process. The interviews 
were conducted in spring 2012, and the original 
documents cover the years 2009-2010, the period of the 
front-end phase. The interviews were recorded and 
transcribed. The total amount of data was 77 pages.  
Content analysis was used to examine the data, with 
alternating inductive and deductive phases. On the basis 
of the overview of the data, and on the basis of the 
literature on open, user-driven innovation, the social 
nature of the innovation process was evident in this case 
study. To conduct a more detailed analysis, the social 
aspects were categorised into seven elements, located at 
different levels, which seemed to play a (positive or 
negative) role in the front-end innovation process.  
RESULTS 
THE FRONT-END NARRATIVE OF THE STICKS: KEY 
POINTS OF THE INNOVATION PROCESS 
We modelled the innovation process with the help of a 
data-based narrative that highlighted what we termed 
critical points. We defined a critical point as an action 
or series of actions that at least two of the interviewees 
mentioned as contributing to the innovation process. See 
Figure 1. 
 
Jim (A) = (lead) user, retiree behind the hStick idea 
Jack (B) = developer from University 1 
Susan (C) = researcher (health promotion) from University 2 
Ed (D) = professor from University 2 (social gerontology) 
Jane (E) = professor from University 1 (service innovations) 
 
Figure 1. The critical points in the front-end innovation process. 
The lead user (Jim) is a retiree who gathered his health 
information into folders and received positive feedback 
from his doctors about having done so, because patient 
health information is often scattered across various 
information systems. Once when Jim was in the woods 
at his summer cottage, he was wondering what if he had 
an accident or emergency – how would doctors and care 
personnel get the necessary information so far from 
home? An idea came to him: a USB stick would be 
small enough to carry this information. Jim, who had 
relatively large social networks from his working years, 
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started talking about his idea in different contexts: to 
Jack, who works as developer in a university, for 
instance. Jim and Jack presented the idea to health care 
organizations, but the stick was perceived as having 
numerous technology-related problems (information 
security, possible viruses, etc.), and Jim and Jack felt 
that the idea itself was often overshadowed by these 
potential problems. In some cases, the organizations 
seemed to lack the resources for such development 
work.  
Despite these unsuccessful attempts to implement the 
idea in health care organizations and an existing 
development project in which Jack and Susan, expert in 
health promotion, were involved, Jim was persistent in 
talking about the idea in suitable contexts. He and Jack 
launched a living lab, a group of retirees who were 
interested in taking more responsibility for their health 
and forming an overall picture of it. Together, they 
developed the idea further, creating their own health 
sticks with the help of health care professionals. Jim 
also insisted on talking about his idea in various 
contexts to Susan, who liked the idea that people would 
take more responsibility for their health. One pivotal 
point in the process was when Ed, professor of social 
gerontology, met Jim at Susan’s office by chance. Susan 
was aware that Ed was very innovative person and 
especially talented in combining different ideas, and 
asked him to listen to Jim. Ed had been thinking a long 
time about a good way of utilizing technology in elderly 
care, and when Jim told him about the stick, the idea 
flashed through his mind that the stick would solve this 
problem: technology could be used to store the life 
histories of people and use them in elderly care. Ed got 
a “burst of creativity” and immediately afterwards wrote 
a two-page plan for hStick and mStick, where the idea 
was concretized.  
One of the triggers for this burst was that a couple of 
weeks earlier, Ed had visited Japan with Jane, professor 
of service innovations, and during this visit discussed 
the importance of life histories in elderly care. Jane in 
particular had been touched by a visit to a care home 
where they had met an old man in poor health who had 
been a professor of physics at a respected university, but 
none of the care home staff had been aware of his 
background until only recently. When his background 
had been found out, it could be used as a source of 
inspiration for him. 
A multi-disciplinary group made up of professionals 
from two universities and one university of applied 
sciences gathered to develop the idea further and to 
contact other stakeholders. The response was almost 
universally enthusiastic, especially in the case of 
mStick. External input was received from, e.g., 
gerontechnology conferences.  
During this networking, a funding application started to 
take shape. As a final decisive step, discussions with the 
backer were conducted in a positive spirit, and the 
project took its official form. 
ANALYSIS OF THE PROCESS: THE SOCIAL ELEMENTS 
OF INNOVATION 
The front-end phase of social innovation can be 
characterized as a complicated, non-linear process 
where various ideas and needs from different 
stakeholders come together and mutually affect each 
other.   
We analyzed this mutual process by enumerating seven 
elements that act as triggers and/or barriers steering the 
direction of the innovation process. See Table 1. 
Elements Triggers Barriers 
Emotions 
(spontaneous 
reaction) 
Personal 
engagement with 
the subject 
Excitement  
Shooting the idea 
down on the basis of 
spontaneous reaction 
Social order 
(social 
structures and 
practices) 
 
Spreading 
enthusiasm 
Social roles and 
norms 
Trust 
Collective 
“rapture” 
Social capital 
(bridging and 
bonding) 
Bonding social capital 
Strictness of certain 
structures e.g. 
professions 
 
Individual 
capabilities 
 
 
Persistence 
Absorptive 
capacity (Cohen 
and Levinthal 
1990) 
Capabilities of 
networking, 
combining, 
visioning, 
wrapping up and 
structuring   
Lack of these 
capabilities 
Technology USB stick as 
simple, cheap, 
concrete, 
symbolically rich 
USB stick as 
dangerous 
(information security, 
viruses) 
Official 
structures 
Turning into an 
official project, as 
part of 
organizations’ 
structures 
A regulated 
environment, i.e. in 
the field of health care 
Landscape-
level trends 
(Geels 2002) 
creating 
needs and 
fears 
Population aging, 
health promotion, 
technological 
developments  
 
 
Developing 
technologies as a risk, 
a planned health care 
information system 
(Pure) chance The right people in 
the right place 
 
Table 1. The social elements affecting the direction of the innovation 
process 
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Due to the limited space in this paper, we will only be 
taking three of these elements into further consideration: 
social order, technology, and chance. 
Social order presents the “purest” social aspect of these 
elements: micro-level social behaviour, social norms, 
trust, and social capital. 
After some unsuccessful attempts with the hStick 
implementation, one of the steps that advanced the 
innovation was Susan’s making (and keeping) a promise 
to Jim:  
”In several contexts, I had heard Jim talking about [the 
hStick]…and when they didn’t address it in the [project] 
steering group – so I said ‘Jim, we’ll definitely find a 
way.’” (Susan) 
After the stick concept became more crystallized, the 
development of sticks was characterized by rapidly 
spreading enthusiasm and a sense of solidarity that 
reinforced (bonding) social capital through trust 
(Putnam 2000). 
“And it became a regional endeavour, where people 
knew each other.” (Ed) 
“Those meetings had a very congenial and enthusiastic 
spirit.” (Jane) 
The interviewees mentioned that the process proceeded 
easily because the idea of mStick was so easily 
understood. Even a kind of social “rapture” was felt 
during the process that reinforced collective belief in the 
issue.  
”What has inspired me is that others got enthusiastic 
about [the mStick]…even got little wild.” (Ed) 
On the other hand, in order to “get ahead” (Putnam 
2000) in the innovation process, the existence of a 
bridging type of social capital has also been critical, 
creating bonds of connectedness across diverse 
horizontal groups (Granovetter 1985; Putnam 2000; 
Tura and Harmaakorpi 2005). 
 
”The multi-disciplinarity [pushed the idea forward]: 
there were diverse people involved right from the 
beginning.” (Jane) 
In other words, if solely bonding social capital – which 
connects only the members of homogenous groups – 
were present in the network, there is the danger of 
leading to a decrease in absorptive capacity (Tura and 
Harmaakorpi 2005). It seems that the slow adoption and 
implementation of the hStick in health care 
organizations may be partly affected by the great 
amount of bonding social capital with a culture of 
strong professionalism. 
Another element we present here is technology related 
to its social contexts: the stick itself as a (non-human) 
actor. The idea of regarding also material objects as 
actors stems from actor-network theory (e.g. Callon 
1986, Latour 1987). The stick can be regarded as an
actant (Latour’s term) that takes part in the construction 
of social reality. This role has varied, depending on 
whether the hStick or mStick has been at issue. The 
stick may be regarded as a hybrid entity where humans 
and nonhumans mix: the stick is loaded with fears, 
ambitions, risks, etc., which may drown out the idea and 
the philosophy of the concept. 
For instance, in the case of hStick, fears have been 
raised about information falling into wrong hands, but it 
has remained unclear what actually makes the USB 
stick seem more dangerous than the same information in 
paper form, e.g. a so-called SOS passport or a blood 
pressure follow-up card. 
“The USB stick is so frightening for some people… 
even the word cannot be mentioned.” (Jim) 
”The rejections came from the official health care 
[system], and that was quite exhausting… it was so easy 
to say that it’s the technology that’s poor here, it’s old-
fashioned, full of viruses and… you name it. No-one 
started thinking about if there were anything smart in 
the philosophy.” (Jack) 
On the other hand, in the case of mStick, the USB stick 
was often loaded with positive value, which was 
interesting. The USB stick has been felt a useful, 
concrete tool for storing memories, loaded with even 
symbolic value as “a home of memories” (Ainasoja et 
al. 2011). As an object, the stick also evoked ideas 
about design and personalization: 
”I was aware about service design and the ideas of some 
design theorists: less is more and things like that… I 
think that the stick could be regarded from a design 
point of view.” (Ed) 
Finally, one aspect unique to this case was that 
interviewees often mentioned that the relative success of 
this process resulted from chance: the right persons with 
the right ideas being in the right place at the right time, 
which enabled the further enrichment of the idea with 
specifications, as well as novel directions.  
“I think that it has been very much about just good luck 
that things, people, and thoughts have come together in 
different contexts.“ (Jane) 
Of course this kind of chance is not totally pure, in the 
sense that meeting someone “by chance” is always 
linked to previous social relationships and networks.   
CONCLUSION 
We have modelled this social tapestry of front-end 
innovation by distinguishing the key social elements 
involved. The metaphor of a tapestry refers to the 
finding that it is not possible to define the time, place, 
person or owner behind the idea; rather, the idea is 
refined and crystallized through a gradual collective 
endeavour, where sometimes scattered and unstructured 
motivations and thoughts come together. The innovation 
process takes the form of not conscious planning, but 
serial coincidences where ideas and needs that 
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simultaneously emerge in different contexts are 
combined and enriched through favourable social 
interactions. When the social process is formulated as 
tapestry, it indicates that the social elements, even 
though presented as separate, are not independent on 
each other, but are strongly overlapping. 
The case study analysed in this paper showed the 
emergence of an innovation taking place in the 
interaction between stakeholder emotions, properties 
and capabilities; the socio-technological properties of 
technology; social order (e.g. social rules) and 
structures; societal trends; and chance. These may act as 
barriers, triggers, or both in the innovation process. The 
openness and social aspects in the innovation process 
were concretised. 
DISCUSSION 
Distinguishing the social elements of the innovation 
process contributes to defining the concept of social 
innovation as an open, multi-stakeholder process. Even 
though the issue was user-driven innovation, the key to 
wider success was putting the idea into a more 
structured form, that of an official project, and thus 
bringing it into organizational structures, while ensuring 
it was still motivated and affected by user agency.  
Unfortunately, due to space limitations, it was not 
possible to investigate all the nuances and 
interrelationships in this tapestry: more detailed analysis 
of the relationships between the elements is 
forthcoming. An interesting point of view is, for 
instance, looking at the interaction between agencies 
and structures as well as power relations at a more 
detailed level. 
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ABSTRACT 
The current work introduces pursenality, a photo-
ethnographic method for self-elicitation and co-
creation, which elaborates upon current 
photography methods used in (design) 
ethnography. In total 91 bachelor students in the 6th 
semester participated in a purse diary study and 
used the pursenality method to gain rich insights 
informing their human centered design process. 
Part of a design research elective, students actively 
took part in both photo collection and analysis. In 
this, our primary focus is to explore the students’ 
role as researcher and co-creator. The pursenality 
method as well the purse diary study are described 
and reflected upon.  
INTRODUCTION 
Within design research more and more ethnographic 
methods are used to identify, discover, and analyse 
unspeakable or unexpected issues. It is a process of 
observing, describing, and interpreting human and 
cultural behaviours (Boradkar 2011). For design, 
ethnographic images of certain cultural situations and 
issues can be truly interesting and easily used as raw 
data into research to support a deeper understanding of 
design problems (Sanders & Stappers 2011). Photo-
ethnography observes through photography; it uses 
photos to increase data and insights. Researchers aim to 
view aspects of human culture in local or global 
surroundings by photographing or asking images of the 
respondent’s life (e.g., Pink 2006; Prosser & Schwartz 
1998; Schwartz 1989). Although photo-ethnography has 
its origin in anthropology, it is increasingly used in 
applied science, sociology and other studies (Collier 
1979; Collier & Collier 1986). The use of photo-
ethnography in social research precedes the sociological 
analysis of social structure (Barthes 1981) and allows 
researchers to consider the way in which perceptions, 
motives, and behaviours relate to each other and to 
social structures (Hernandez 2009). 
PHOTO ELICITATION 
Photo Elicitation is a well-known applied research 
method within anthropology, based on the principle that 
photos can convey deeper elements of human behaviour 
and beliefs than words can explain (Harper 2002, 
Lapenta 2011). Using photos during interviewing, the 
photo shows a stimulus, enabling the respondent to 
elicit worthy full information about human values and 
beliefs. Using Photo Elicitation Interview (PEI) Collier 
(1979) showed that using photos in interviews gave 
deeper understanding and insights in specific human 
cultural values and beliefs. According to Harper (2002) 
photo elicitation is a research method examining 
cultural or social identity, focused on how people 
discern themselves through clothes, brands, hairstyle 
and objects they carry with them. Harper (2002) divided 
photo elicitation studies into four study domains: Social 
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class, Community, Identity, and Culture. Hurworth 
(2003) distinguished four photo elicitation approaches, 
which are auto driven, reflexive photography, photo 
novella, and photo voice. Furthermore, Lapenta (2011) 
examines the use and role of photo-elicitation, how and 
by whom the photographs are generated, as well as the 
role of both researcher and respondent. Interestingly, he 
adds another category to the photo-elicitation 
approaches, namely the collaborative or participatory 
image production. Petersen and Østergaard (2003) 
divide the use of photo elicitation in a classic two by 
two matrix, which they clearly noted as an attempt to 
categorize how to use photo in organizational research.  
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: USERS AS 
RESEARCHERS, USERS AS CO-CREATORS  
We used Petersen and Østergaard’s (2003) distinction 
between the role of the researcher and the status of the 
photo in framing our conceptual framework (Figure 1). 
In similar vein, we refer to research generated content 
when the researcher takes the photos and use these in 
combination with interviews to get insights into human 
action and behaviours; when photos are taken by the 
respondent himself without the intervention of the 
researcher we refer to user generated content.  
Both approaches combine visual observation with 
interviews to gain insight into the ideas and values of a 
cultural (sub) group. In the latter situation, the role of 
the researcher is still dominant; the researcher analyses, 
discusses, and interpret the user generated content. 
Hence, in design ethnography the social context of 
human behaviour co-determines the design context. 
What does this mean for the role of the researcher, the 
user, and the designer? 
 
Figure 1: Conceptual framework. 
In keeping with the Living Lab research methodology 
the current work aims to bring users early into the 
creative process in order to better discover customer 
insights, behaviour, and beliefs. A Living Lab is a user 
driven innovation method, enabling co-creation for new 
products, services, and societal infrastructures by 
sensing, prototyping, validating, and refining complex 
solutions in multiple and evolving real-life context 
(Mulder 2012). The iterative–inductive research process 
is a minimal condition for good ethnographic research. 
(O’Reilly 2005). The proposed framework elaborates 
upon the current photo-elicitation methods (Harper 
2002; Lapenta 2011; Petersen & Østergaard 2003) and 
takes a user as research paradigm. The framework 
allows for co-creation with the researcher and the user, 
contrasting the user as a research object. In keeping with 
Lapenta (2011) data are generated by the researcher 
together with respondents. Consequently, there is no 
longer a clear distinction between researcher and 
respondent user. 
A PURSE DIARY STUDY 
Aiming to get insights in the user as researcher 
approach, the current study describes how you can 
provide tools allowing the user himself to analyse the 
data and interpret it as well as how the researcher can 
use this ‘personal and intimate deeper analysed data’ of 
the user to uncover and obtain new insights regarding 
human values, beliefs, and patterns, but also in terms of 
phenomena. 
The goal of the purse diary study and the corresponding 
collaborative approach was a twofold. Primarily as an 
education goal, students had to practice photo 
ethnography and to come up with a design based upon 
gained findings. The research goal, however, was to 
gain insight in the users as researchers approach, and on 
a meta-level, whether the purse diary findings provide 
insights regarding students’ collective rhythms and 
could inform the design of new communal practices in 
the domains of work and citizenship.  
METHOD 
In the current purse diary study a photo elicitation 
method is used to gather insights in identity (Harper 
2002). The user takes pictures his/herself and interviews 
another user. There is a constant exchange of roles; the 
student has the role of the user but also the role as the 
researcher and designer. 
Students of a bachelor design research course (n=91) 
were instructed to photograph and analyse the contents 
of each other’s bags and received in a toolset enabling 
them to conduct data collection and data analysis (see 
Figure 2). The data collection consisted of 
photographing the contents of the bag and determining 
indicators of the present artefacts in the bag. As shown 
in Figure 3, artefacts were photographed separately. 
Consequently, students conducted a laddering interview 
using PEI and the resulting photoset. In the data analysis 
students consisted to pick out the values and insights 
and translate these into statement cards (Sanders & 
Stappers 2011) using the transcription of the laddering 
interview (see Figure 4). Next, values and insights were 
translated and visualized by the photo elicitiation on 
using metaphors, the ZMET® method (Zaltman 1994). 
Finally, students used these data students to inform 
design a new product or service for their ‘studied’ peer 
student (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 2: Overview of Purse Content. 
 
Figure 3: Example of Photoset of Purse Diary Study. 
 
Figure 4: Example of Statement Cards used in Diary Study.  
  
Figure 5: Example of the final design road map of the Purse Diary 
Study. 
RESULTS: USER AS RESEARCHER 
A total of 91 students participated in the purse diary 
study. Using the students’ analysis and final results we 
could make a meta-level analysis. The results lead to 
surprising insights. What was striking was that students 
had a lot of stuff in their bag.  
Figure 6 shows the artefacts categorised in: electronics, 
writing gear, clothing & accessories, drinks & food, 
money & identification, grooming products, medicine, 
keys and smoking materials. In general, students had 
equal amount of electronic and old school writing stuff. 
Secondly, food and drinks were found, and in the third 
place, money and grooming products. Interestingly, 
clothing and accessories were also found across 
students. Finally, keys, medicine, and in last place, 
tobacco.  
 
Figure 6: Categorisation of artefacts found in the students’ bags. 
RESULTS: USER AS CO-CREATOR 
Looking at the designs students came up with using the 
gained insights, 27% chose for a physical data 
organizer, while 45% went with a digital service or 
product as an RFID solution, gadgets, or apps (Figure 
7). Interestingly, these designs seem to be a solution for 
a better-organized and balanced life. Both interviews 
and statement cards showed that many students left their 
artefacts in different places. Some students were used to 
travel between four different places; their own room, 
their boy/girlfriend’ place, and their parents’ house, who 
were living in different locations as well, e.g., due to 
divorce. The current finding showed how students lived 
as nomads in the city. Moving between these different 
locations, it is likely one loses personal belongings or 
cannot remember where it is. In conclusion, all designs 
emphasised bringing a balance into their lives.  
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Figure 7: Resulting design from the user as co-creator approach. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
As highlighted in our conceptual framework, three areas 
of expertise have set the scene for the current purse 
diary study; the approach, user generated content by 
Petersens and Østergaard (2003), the role/part, the user 
as researcher by Lapenta (2011), and within the photo 
elicitation study area Identity (see Harper 2002). The 
purse diary study embraced these different approaches 
and domains resulting in the pursenality method. Our 
framework distinguishes three levels: the user as 
researcher, the user as co-creator, and a meta-level of 
research to study social rhythms. The purse diary study 
enabled students to acquire insight in the user and 
examine the use of artefacts in a natural context. Study 
students were taught how to use photography into 
fieldwork for qualitative research in the design process. 
Having different tools at hand to analyse photos and 
data, students were able to carry out the research 
independently. Students were aware of their role as a 
researcher and a co-creator, and showed ownership of 
the problem. Some students said that they regret not 
experiencing the current purse diary study in a junior 
year, because they got to know both each other and their 
selves better through doing the purse diary study. A lot 
of personal insights and values were gained, which were 
taken into account very respectfully, but also insights 
that they preferred to know earlier in their studies as it 
could have contributed to social cohesion within the 
student group in an earlier stage. In another study we 
therefore apply the pursenality method with just started 
first year students and study whether they are more open 
and critical in their analysis. All in all, it can be 
concluded that the pursenality method is a welcome 
method to train students in design ethnography. Unique 
and valuable insights were gained and it seems to have a 
binding function within a group. 
The focus of the current study was on the roles of user 
as researcher and the role user as co-creator, though 
insights gained on the meta-level were valuable as well. 
Interestingly, the meta-level analysis of the students’ 
highlights trends and social behaviour, which are 
valuable to our research on communal practices. In a 
non-intrusive and active way, we got an exclusive 
insight in the student’s way of living and the 
collaborative data collection approach yielded a rich 
sustainable and effective dataset.  
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ABSTRACT 
Social entrepreneurship is often seen to be a source 
of new and innovative solutions to the persistent 
problems of society, as well as a means to allow a 
better inclusion of workers and customers. Social 
enterprises are important for the society, and it is 
vital to understand how the creation of such 
enterprises can be supported. This study provides a 
view of what a participatory design process of a 
new social enterprise means in practice. The 
methods used in the case study guided the 
participants in the business idea co-creation – 
mental health and substance abuse rehabilitees – to 
acknowledge their own strengths or preferences in 
their possible future work. This is a unique basis 
for a new social enterprise. The important 
intangible capital was in this case essentially 
formed by social empowerment of the participants/ 
future employees of the social enterprise. Concrete 
customer- and employee-drivenness lies at the core 
of social enterprises. This study clarifies how a 
social enterprise functions as a laboratory of social 
innovation at local and community levels. 
INTRODUCTION 
Social enterprises have a high potential as innovations, 
innovators and employers. Today’s public view of them 
is much too narrow; it is not a question of employing, 
for instance, ‘marginalised’ people only, but also others 
who are, for some reason, outside of the ‘traditional’ 
labour market. These enterprises are directly relevant 
with regard to intangibles (e.g., human and social 
capital; Lev 2004; Andriessen 2004; OECD 2012). The 
importance of social entrepreneurship is constantly 
growing; new ‘social’ start-ups are emerging at a faster 
rate than more conventional ventures, according to the 
EU (2012).  
The purpose of this paper is to examine participatory 
design of social enterprises. We focus on the first phases 
of the process: the initiation phase and the development 
phase. We look into innovation practices that a social 
enterprise-to-be embraces as well as the link between 
social enterprises and social innovations.   
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Understanding of basic terms and concepts such as 
‘social enterprise’, ‘social innovation’ and ‘participatory 
design’ varies not only in literature but also national or 
international contexts, public and private sectors. For 
example, ‘social enterprise’ has different definitions in 
literature as well as different legal/political standings in 
different countries, which greatly affects how they are 
set up, funded, by and for whom. This obviously 
impacts on how they may be evaluated or compared to 
one another. In the academic literature, there is no 
consistent usage of the term social enterprise or social 
entrepreneurship (Dart 2004). Social entrepreneurship 
covers a broad range of activities and initiatives that fall 
along a continuum, including more generally speaking 
non-conventional entrepreneurial initiatives (Galera & 
Borzaga 2009). Social enterprise is seen as something 
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new and distinct from classical business and traditional 
non-profit activity, combining at different extents 
elements of the social purpose, the market orientation, 
and financial-performance standards of business (Young 
2008).  
Forms of social enterprise found in Finland are (i) work 
integration social enterprises which offer employment 
to the disabled and the long-term unemployed and 
which are provided for by law, and (ii) organizations 
which have adopted a social enterprise business model 
and are therefore eligible for the social enterprise mark. 
Facilitating a viable ecosystem for social enterprises is a 
key point; it requires, inter alia, development of 
business expertise; funding and investments; advisory 
services and publicity, and increasing demand through 
public procurement and corporate social responsibility 
programmes. (Finnish Ministry of Employment and the 
Economy 2011) 
‘Social innovation’ describes, for instance, the processes 
of invention, diffusion and adoption of new services or 
organisational models. This term is also characterised 
by very many interpretations. Well-structured views and 
ideas about social/societal innovation are lacking and in 
high demand (OECD 2012; cf. Cervantes 2012). 
Nussbaumer and Moulaert (2007) noted that “social 
innovations can be macro or micro, structural or local, 
they are introduced by an entrepreneurial spirit and 
through solidarity, either to improve the functioning of 
the organisation or to transform the organisation into a 
social enterprise, an enterprise with social objectives, an 
organisation pursuing social objectives or to empower it 
with a more participatory governance system”. In this 
study, social innovation is an umbrella concept when 
examining the participatory design process of a new 
social enterprise. Social enterprises have been 
acknowledged as major producers or ‘laboratories’ of 
social innovations, especially at local or community 
level (EU 2012).   
The end use of a social innovation may be different 
from the one that was originally envisaged; sometimes 
action precedes understanding and sometimes taking 
action crystallises the idea. True innovations are more 
like multiple spirals than straight lines. (BEPA 2010) 
There is a wide consensus on the need to perform 
empirical research on social innovation, observing how 
current realities develop. A process dimension of social 
innovation has evolved stressing that an important 
aspect of social innovation is the process of social 
interactions between individuals to reach certain 
outcomes. This evolution is consistent with the many 
other recent developments in the field of business 
innovation stressing open, collaborative, participatory 
and non-linear aspects (cf. Hudson 2008). 
As to ‘participatory design’, Sanders (2002) presented 
in her article different ways of how we can learn from 
people (Figure 1), noting that “Discovering what people 
think and know provides us with their perceptions of 
experience. Understanding how people feel gives us the 
ability to empathize with them. […] Seeing and 
appreciating what people dream shows us how their 
future could change for the better.” According to 
Sanders, special tools are needed to access the deeper 
levels of user expression; she encourages use of 
‘emotional toolkits’ that enable people to make artifacts 
such as collages or diaries that show or tell stories and 
dreams. Such tools are especially effective in accessing 
people’s unspoken feelings and emotional states.  
There is a lot in common between social innovation and 
participatory design, but they originate from different 
scientific fields. In this study, they are combined –
through focusing on the process dimension of social 
innovation and our understanding of emotional tools (cf. 
Figure 2).  
 
 
Figure 1: Ways we can learn from people (Sanders 2002). 
 
Figure 2: What people say, do and make (Sanders 2002). 
DATA AND METHODS 
This paper concerns a case study of a participatory 
design process of a new social enterprise in the Lahti 
(Päijät-Häme) Region, Finland. Päijät-Häme Social 
Psychiatry Foundation and its three partner 
organizations are in the process of establishing a social 
enterprise that will employ mental health and substance 
abuse rehabilitees. The starting point of the design 
process in question was that the business plan had not 
been drafted, but many people with entrepreneurial 
interests and different competences and skills had been 
found. Concrete business ideas for the activity were also 
lacking. It was decided that an innovation process 
would be implemented in collaboration between the 
organizations and researchers/facilitators; business ideas 
would be collected through co-creation and co-learning 
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– with the help of interactive tools – to find out about 
what services and products the social enterprise could 
offer to its customers. The process was called ‘Bee of 
communal economy’ (Figure 3). The background 
philosophy was that of practice-based innovation 
(Melkas & Harmaakorpi 2012); in addition to gathering 
business ideas, also rooting of competence in innovation 
and creative methods in the enterprise-to-be was aimed 
at.  
 
  
Figure 3: The Finnish slogan of the ‘bee’: “Work belongs to 
everyone”.  
The data consist of original materials produced at six 
half-day workshops organized in the autumn of 2012. 
Participants, i.e., rehabilitees, couple of their relatives, 
and social workers, were from the four partner 
organizations. Four workshops were targeted at anyone 
interested and two at the preliminary board. About 140 
people participated in the workshops – about 120 
rehabilitees and 20 social workers.  
EVALUATION OF DATA  
In addition to the original materials, the data utilized in 
this study consist of field notes made by workshop 
facilitators. Each workshop was also evaluated 
afterwards by Päijät-Häme Social Psychiatry 
Foundation and its three partner organizations in a 
meeting together with the facilitators. Besides this, the 
observations from this evaluative meeting and from the 
workshops were discussed and validated by the 
facilitators. The qualitative data are analysed with the 
help of content analysis. 
RESULTS 
THE SOCIAL MEANS – PLAYFULNESS, 
IMPROVISATION AND MEDITATIVE METHODS AS 
TOOLS FOR CO-CREATION  
The philosophies of improvisational theatre as well as 
playfulness and meditation awareness were used as 
methods of creation in the ‘Bee of communal economy’ 
workshops. This background was chose since it values 
depressurized thinking and forming of ideas collectively 
in a dialogue. The methods were specifically designed 
to enhance collaboration and collective creation; 
possible competitive individual ideas were collected in 
advance from the participants. They could write their 
ready-made ideas on post-its and stick them on the 
‘Wall of Ideas’. It was also possible to fill in an ‘Idea 
Form’ individually. After all, it was important that every 
idea delivered in the workshops or during the project 
was taken into account. The workshops were devoted to 
collective and dialogical creation, although the 
participants may have had many ideas of their own to 
start with.  
Playfulness was one starting point of the workshops. As 
Heikkinen (2010, 81) defined, the form may be playful 
but the significance is completely truthful and serious. 
Playfulness worked as a warm up for collaborative 
thinking, and also emphasised that knowledge can be 
formed in many ways. The facilitators pointed out that 
presence, meditation, fun and games can give important 
information about the participants and their meaningful 
thoughts for business ideas. Preferences and mental 
images of meaningful work were the starting point of 
knowledge that the participants were encouraged to 
produce (Figures 4 and 5).  
 
Figure 4: Towards a more communal and multi-faceted way to 
perceive (social enterprise) work and doing it.   
The main improvisational philosophy providing the 
basis of the workshops was the philosophy of accepting 
(Johnstone 1979). Accepting means that every idea or 
thought (called an offer in improvisational terms) should 
be accepted. To study this principle, we used a 
technique called simply “Yes, and…”  
“Yes, and…” teaches approving one’s own and 
everybody else’s ideas systematically by saying “Yes, 
and… (adding one’s own idea that develops the story 
further). Hence it helps to collectively create – usually a 
story or a scene, but in this context ideas – 
comprehensive wholes. “Yes, and…” sounds very 
simple, but the mindsets and attitudes towards creating 
something cause certain challenges. Creation is often 
seen as difficult, requiring some kind of special talent – 
or ideas are considered to come as an epiphany of some 
sort, not as something that everyone’s mind produces all 
the time. This challenge was faced during the 
workshops; rehabilitees were very used to criticise 
themselves to the point where it could be difficult for 
them to get started with their own thoughts and ideas. 
This was the mindset for which deepening the accepting 
skills could be very useful.  
Another approach for the participants of the workshops 
was the experience of ‘presencing’. In this context, it 
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meant both experience that one can get through body 
awareness to signify a combination of sensing and being 
present, being connected with the inner source of one’s 
own potential and bringing it into the now (Scharmer 
2009); and a flexible state of mind (mindfulness) in 
which people are actively engaged in the present and 
notice (and accept) new things (Langer & Moldoveanu 
2000). The meditational application started with people 
silencing their minds at first, observing their bodily 
emotions. Then they were led to find and go back to 
their private memories of so-called ‘meaningful doings’, 
to the place and situation when they felt connected to 
their work, for example. The post-it notes written after 
this exercise were the idea preforms for the business 
ideas that the participants developed together in the 
groups. More than 100 business ideas were created.  
The process of developing these ideas forward is 
continuing in the spring of 2013, and the new enterprise 
with three business ideas is planned to start in late 2013. 
Additional workshops may take place in the autumn of 
2013, as the entrepreneurial action begins after the 
initiation and development phases (Figure 6 in the 
Appendix).  
 
Figure 5: Presencing.   
DISCUSSION 
The methods in the workshops guided the participants to 
acknowledge their own strengths or preferences in their 
possible future work. The wishes and visions of the 
future were the basis of creation of meaningful 
knowledge of the participants as they see or would like 
to see themselves. This is a unique basis to incorporate a 
social enterprise – the people who participated in the 
business idea co-creation started to commit to the 
project already in this early stage. The first – and often 
seen as the most important – capital of companies is the 
intangibles – that, in this case, are essentially formed by 
social empowerment of the participants/ future 
employees of the social enterprise.  
Concrete customer- and employee-drivenness lies at the 
core of social enterprises. With the help of the methods 
utilized, positive things could be focused on, and the 
participants were truly enthusiastic about still being able 
to do meaningful work in the future. The amount of 
business ideas was overwhelming. The process could 
indeed be seen as a practical example of Nussbaumer 
and Moulaert’s (2007) definition of social innovation 
and Hudson’s (2008) process dimension. Understanding 
social innovation and social enterprise as synonyms, as 
many do, appears as much too narrow and even 
contradictory to the societal value that they have – 
separately or together.   
As often is the case, this success also depended on 
unprejudiced individuals who initiated this process 
especially from the Foundation’s side. There are many 
ways to design social enterprises, not all embracing 
social innovation, but on the basis of this case study, we 
propose that methods of social innovation and 
participatory design are especially relevant and effective 
for work integration social enterprises. Such methods 
need to be tailored for each case. They could also 
provide new viewpoints to any enterprise.   
The study provides a view of what a participatory 
design process of a new social enterprise means in 
practice. Social entrepreneurship is often seen to be a 
source of new and innovative solutions to the persistent 
problems of society, as well as a means to allow a better 
inclusion of workers and customers. This study clarifies 
how a social enterprise functions as a laboratory of 
social innovation at local and community level. As 
social entrepreneurship still suffers from numerous 
deficiencies – such as poor understanding of its 
functioning, a bad visibility of its local, domestic and 
international role, inadequate access to resources and 
inappropriate legal environments – which prevent it 
from realizing its full potential, the results of this study 
may be of help in practical policy development efforts 
in this field.  
Innovation involves risk – the risk that something can 
be innovative but either not address extant social or 
economic needs or address them inappropriately (cf. 
Osborne & Brown 2011). This challenge is central in 
considering social innovation and social enterprises. It is 
necessary to go beyond simple innovation ‘recipes’ and 
examine the configurations, contingencies and 
complexities that social innovation requires. The risks 
are more likely to be avoided if truly empowering 
bottom-up inclusive approaches to innovation and 
design are implemented, such as in this study.  
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APPENDIX 
  
Figure 6: The process in 2012 and early 2013. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper explores the use of performance theory 
as a framework to conceptualise temporality and 
opportunity in a design research project examining 
community use of meanwhile spaces. Meanwhile 
has developed as a term to describe the use of 
temporarily available space, typically due to stalled 
building projects or business failure. Growth of the 
meanwhile sector led the researchers to question 
how more social and community value could be 
gained from these spatial opportunities. 
Performance theory, with its emphasis on dynamic 
temporality was proposed as a framework that 
might provide for the conceptual shifts that would 
enable a sector that traditionally seeks permanent 
and long term development to make the most from 
these temporary opportunities. A design research 
study that included a practical intervention was 
undertaken. This paper reflects on the relationship 
between theory and practice in the project. 
INTRODUCTION 
Meanwhile initiatives make creative use of temporarily 
vacant spaces, appropriating empty factories, 
warehouses or shops, as drop-in centres, arts spaces, 
pop-up shops, vegetable gardens and a vast array of 
other purposes. Arrangements of property taxation in 
the UK mean that temporary charitable and community 
use of such spaces can reduce landlords’ operating 
costs. The recent global economic recession, as well as 
changing patterns of land use (particularly in the retail 
sector) in the UK, has resulted in rapid growth of this 
sector in the past few years. Although the meanwhile 
uses are, by definition, temporary, the impact of such 
initiatives is potentially long lasting. Projects can 
enhance community cohesion, develop creativity and 
self-efficacy, and build human, social and cultural 
capital at a time of squeezed resources and changing 
social needs. We are seeing many examples of arts, 
retail and social enterprise initiatives using meanwhile 
and pop-up spaces, but we perceive that much of this 
increased adoption of meanwhile opportunities is being 
driven by commercial imperatives and the efforts of 
small groups of individuals (e.g. artists, small social 
enterprises) with far less use being made by community 
and social organisations. On the other hand, community 
based organisations often hold long-term ambitions to 
establish services such as youth clubs, crèches or 
facilities for the elderly, which demand physical spaces, 
where the community objectives are focused on long 
term and sustainable arrangements.  
To explore the potential for neighbourhood-focused 
community groups to use meanwhile opportunities, we 
hypothesised that performance theory might provide a 
useful conceptual framework. In a short participatory, 
design research enquiry (9 months), our goals were to: 
understand how community groups can successfully 
secure social value from vacant space; develop 
performative approaches to support their activity; work 
with a community group to explore these ideas.  
Performance theory helps us consider the shift from a 
model of enduring service, situated in long-term spaces 
and slowly building efficacy, to an 'event' model which 
values the benefits of short term opportunities and uses 
these to explore options. In our work we have drawn on 
three specific ideas from performance theory, namely: 
• Schechner’s (1988, pp. 157-8), conception of 
series of interrelated, but independent, 
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performances, each unfolding in three phases: 
gathering, playing out an action or actions, and 
dispersing;  
• Turner’s (2005) conception of site specific art 
as a response to physical, social and economic 
space that the meanwhile place itself provides; 
and 
• a more specific view of meanwhile as 
rehearsal in a Boalian sense (1979), where the 
act of trying out options leads to devising new 
and more informed responses, which emerged 
during the project. 
The purpose of this paper then is to reflect on how we 
used performance theory to guide and inform our 
practice within a design research project and to offer 
insights into the value of ideas of performativity, site-
specific performance, and rehearsal in the context of 
collaboratively undertaking social innovation with 
communities. We first give more background to our 
understanding of performance and community; then 
detail the work of the project and the insights this led to. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
The project examining innovation in social process took 
performance theory as an underlying framework to help 
understand what we posited as a shift from spatial 
understandings of community action to more temporally 
informed ones.  
Community assets are socio-materially constructed and 
accumulated. Our history shows an ebb and flow of 
enclosures and commons, clearances, rambling rights, 
bequests, Allotment Acts and hard-won spaces such as 
centres, youth clubs and gardens. Concepts of 
ownership, access to spaces and the allocation of rights 
between individuals, states and communities have been 
debated by philosophers, explored by dramatists, and 
physically contested. In the present day, these struggles 
extend beyond issues of land and space as economic 
value and claims of particular ‘ownership’ rights are 
being attached to such diverse informational objects as: 
genome sequences, algorithms, creative ideas and all 
manner of digital information. Resistance to these trends 
is apparent both within the formal legal system (e.g. 
open-source software development and sharing of 
materials as creative commons underpinned by so-called 
‘copyleft’ licences), and on the street (e.g. in the 
international Occupy movement). 
We are told we now live in the ‘space of flows’ 
(Castells 2004: p. 146-7) where ‘the material 
organization of time-sharing social practices that work 
through … distant synchronous, real-time interaction’ 
(ibid) suggest great fluidity. In this environment, 
possession of communal spaces feels temporary, not 
only in respect of the ever-changing political tide, but 
also because the very notion of sociality is being 
reconfigured and ‘community’ has become a term in 
search of definition.  
How should the grass-roots maintain and foster the 
shared resources of their locale and promote a coming-
together in these speedy, disintegrating times (Virilio 
2000)? Can ‘community’ be found in the short-lived 
‘mob’ that checks social media, descends to dance, dig 
or demonstrate and then disbands till next time? 
Emerging between the old delineations of bounded, 
place-locked geographical community and the new 
forms of engagement that situate meaning in glancing 
physical meetings mixed with sustained online contact, 
are hybrid practices of production. These are more 
temporally-orientated than in the past, in that resources 
are increasingly seen as dynamic arenas to perform 
particular ways of being rather than as static spatial 
assets. There is a tendency to stage encounters using 
digital media; to enact and present society, as well as to 
own and occupy. And even where digital media are not 
used to augment events, the influence of the changing 
social norms that incorporate them extend to challenge 
spatial perspectives on community resourcing and 
highlight new temporal considerations. To this end, we 
explore a performative understanding of community. 
PERFORMANCE 
We have adopted three distinct features of the body of 
work grouped as performance theory with which to 
frame our analysis.  
The first is a general position on the temporality and 
performativity of events, more specific than the general 
performative turn in social science and the humanities. 
Schechner (1998, pp. 157-8), developing a poetics of 
performance, describes three phases through which 
events of a performative nature travel: gathering (in a 
‘special place’), playing out an action or actions, and 
dispersing. Schechner does not restrict himself to 
analysing theatrical contexts, but looks also at ritual and 
everyday events and explores the characteristics that 
evoke performance. This makes apparent the rhythmic 
nature of performance, with a coming together of 
disparate parties, a crescendo of shared activity and an 
aftermath, all of which can be repeated in series. In this, 
it shares characteristics with some interpretations of 
ritual (see Turner 1982). By looking at how 
communities manage their relations through these 
encounters, we can see that playing out an action in this 
context can be a moment of bonding and also the 
inspiration that feeds growth in participation and 
deepens engagement in community processes. Such an 
event might be the delivery of a particularly needed 
service, but, in an event-based understanding of these 
practices, it can also be an intervention that acts as a 
catalyst for community growth that has a less 
determined outcome. 
When we bring in the particular considerations of site 
specific art, we see that performance does not transcend 
environment and place, but can use the context in which 
the performance takes place more or less to inform what 
ensues. Site specific art is made contingent on what 
exists already in the space and seeks to marry what is 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK II: Design Anthropology and Social Innovation 161Participatory Innovati n Co ference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
‘brought in’ (goals, materials, people) with what is 
already there (utilities, spaces, décor, history). (e.g. 
Turner 2005) Community groups making use of 
meanwhile opportunities must reconcile the potential 
clash of what they bring with what they find, creating 
opportunity for interventions which are co-creative and 
enable community learning. Responding flexibly to 
what is offered by the contingencies of existing 
physical, financial and social frameworks links to work 
on design processes among social activists, which Light 
and Miskelly (2008) describe as: “examples of an 
opportunistic but productive kind of intervention 
[where] obstacles to the flow of designing, such as 
funding difficulties, local apathy and changing 
conditions, become part of the design challenge and … 
ideas, funding sources, policy priorities, local skills and 
serendipitous opportunities are used as the materials for 
problem-solving”. They argue that “essentially this 
process of ‘making do’ by reinterpreting and being 
inventive with the tools to hand … characterises much 
social design activity” (ibid). 
This tactical approach of innovating by ‘making do’ 
points to our third performance analogy. We began the 
project with the title of ‘Meanwhile Use As 
Performance’, but, through dialogue with stakeholders, 
we learnt of practices that stimulated thinking about a 
more specific view of meanwhile as rehearsal. In 
particular, we encountered the idea of 'rehearsal' in a 
Boalian sense, taken from the political use of 
performance in Theatre of the Oppressed (1979). Forum 
Theatre was designed to promote effective social 
change. Actors (professional or community) take an 
oppressive situation that they seek to change and present 
it on stage. At any point, the drama can be stopped and 
the ‘spect-actors’, who have been observing as 
audience, can try out behaviours to challenge the 
oppression, to see what will happen as a result and 
learn. The actors improvise to maintain the status quo 
but eventually the oppression can be overthrown. This 
performance ‘as rehearsal’ is distinct from rehearsals of 
formal texts carrying the intention of playing an expert 
scene to a static audience. Instead, the rehearsal is of 
real life. The act of trying out options leads to devising 
new and more informed responses which give 
confidence and flexibility to the ‘spect-actors’. In our 
consideration, the act of trying out options leads to 
devising new and more informed responses and a set of 
conditions where openness in the specification of the 
space, the activity, and of the group means that social 
innovation is collaboratively created rather than 
formally designed. As designers, we were also struck by 
parallels with different approaches to prototyping.  
Schechner also notes that some performances exist in 
spaces which ‘exemplify a resistance and alternative to 
the conglomerates’ of mainstream theatre. These take 
place in the ‘creases’, which are not marginal but 
liminal spaces that ‘run through the actual and 
conceptual centers of society’ signalling ‘areas of 
instability, disturbances and potentially radical changes 
in the social topography’ (p. 183-4). This positioning 
too seems pertinent in considering how the acts of 
communities can inhabit social spaces. 
METHODS, PROCESS AND DATA 
‘Meanwhile Use as Performance’ worked with 
communities using design research methods to innovate 
meanwhile processes. As a design research project, our 
focus was on innovation within the processes through 
which community groups made use of meanwhile 
opportunities so that they, in turn, could use these 
opportunities for social innovation. The methodology 
drew from a range of practice-based research 
approaches, including Action Research and reflective 
practice, as well as forms of design anthropology such 
as participant observation and storytelling workshops. 
As the aim of this paper is to reflect on the use of theory 
within this process we will focus our account around 
two activities within the project timeline – the first 
workshop and the neighbourhood project. These two 
events illustrate our conceptual work to draw on ideas 
from performance theory to direct shifts in practice. 
It must be noted that the evidence presented here was 
derived in a small scale participatory design research 
project and whilst it is informed by literature, interviews 
and discussions with a broad range of stakeholders, the 
resulting case study is inevitably highly specific. 
Participatory design research shares many 
characteristics with Action Research, in that it is heavily 
embedded in context. The aim in such research cannot 
be reproducability, but must be focussed on ideas of 
‘recoverability’ (Checkland & Holwell, 1998) in the 
sense that the details of the work are carefully recorded 
and the context is properly articulated. The ultimate 
goal of action research, according to Hayes, is the 
development of solutions and knowledge that is 
‘workable’ (for the research participants) in context 
(Hayes, 2011). In order to enable the use of this 
knowledge for other applications, we have attempted to 
give as full a picture as possible of the context within 
which the project happened so that others can relate it to 
the context within which they are working. Following 
the Action Research principles of planning, action, and 
reflection, and, through identification and involvement 
of stakeholders, there was an iterative process of 
seeking resonance with other practices, checking with 
authorities in the field and triangulation of learning from 
different perspectives.  
THE FIRST WORKSHOP 
After an initial scoping study where literature and 
projects were reviewed and key actors interviewed in 
the context of their own work, we invited a mix of 
stakeholders from multiple meanwhile projects to share 
experiences through drawing, storytelling and 
discussion as a means for the research team (and the 
participants themselves) to develop an understanding of 
this space, practices within the space, and to identify 
priorities within the field in terms of a design research 
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brief for the next part of the project. There were eleven 
participants including project managers from meanwhile 
projects, landowner/developers, local authority officers, 
community organisers, and researchers. 
We began the day by asking participants to share 
knowledge about how they had achieved their 
meanwhile projects. To build up shared understandings 
of their experiences, workshop participants broke up 
into small groups to exchange stories about their 
particular project experiences. Summarising those 
experiences, participants were then invited to draw a 
‘timeline’ illustrating the story of their project and 
significant events in the story. These varied greatly 
since, deliberately, no format had been set for creating a 
timeline and different participants played up contrasting 
angles of the journey – some reflecting personal focus; 
some reflecting particular contingencies. Figure 1 gives 
two different examples of a timeline. 
 
Figure 1: Examples of timeline drawings from the first workshop. 
Using these images as a prompt, the journeys were then 
presented back to the full group in plenary for 
discussion. We collectively analysed the stories as 
examples of meanwhile use and mapped themes through 
post-it note exercises. In all, seven stories were told. As 
examples, we give three here in brief.   
Story 1: Gaining a community centre. The participant 
that told this story had been a community worker and 
resident that participated in this project. After years of 
campaigning for a new community centre, and 2 years 
running pilot projects such as a youth group, a nursery 
and other community groups in disused temporary 
classrooms, the classrooms became uninhabitable and 
the different groups found that to continue activities 
they had to disperse into multiple and various temporary 
spaces. This produced a meanwhile phase within a 
broader project which eventually led to establishing a 
permanent community centre. The workshop participant 
reported that the phase of the project that made use of 
temporary spaces enabled learning, identifying need and 
building community: organisers had the opportunity to 
learn about running groups and activities; there was the 
opportunity to try out different ideas; during this time, 
they were able to discover what was or was not needed 
in the locality. Further, links were made with the spaces 
and with the organisations that temporarily hosted the 
groups. This brought more people who were interested 
in setting up the new building into the network. When 
the building was ready, there was already an established 
community of people who needed, and had viable plans 
to make use of it. 
Story 4: Pop Up Shop. The workshop participant that 
told this story is a designer who has run pop-up shops to 
sell her own and other peoples work. As a new designer 
with no track record and few resources, the designer 
negotiated a deal with a landlord who had a new empty 
shop unit. Low rent and a very short lease meant that 
they could run a shop for three weeks to try out products 
on the market and build a brand. The landlord showed 
prospective longer-term tenants around whilst the shop 
was in use and subsequently let the space. The 
participant said insight was gained into the high levels 
of risk involved (although now with template leases 
available that can be reduced). She suggested it had 
helped new people with ideas to get started and try 
something without committing more than they could 
afford. It also helped the landlord to let his empty 
property. However, there was a high investment of 
sweat equity in getting the space ready to host a shop, 
the cost of which fell on the designers running the shop. 
They also had to manage without amenities, so an 
additional overhead was that arrangements had to be 
made with neighbouring premises to use bathrooms and 
get access to water.   
Story 7: Paddling pools at City Festival. The workshop 
participant telling this story is a director of the 
organisation that set up this event. The project was a 
one-day event using pop-up paddling pools in the city 
centre of Newcastle to trigger strategic thinking about 
play space and water in the city. The event was part of a 
bigger festival aimed at bringing families and children 
into a space normally dominated by offices or night 
time economy. Drawing on the experience, the 
participant suggested that quick temporary events can 
have impact on long-term thinking. Collaboration with 
organisations can make it quick, cheap and easy. 
Although the paddling pools were not a prototype (they 
were not a stage to a specific design outcome), their 
quick and temporary nature can be seen to occupy the 
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same space of physically manifesting ideas to try out the 
practicalities. 
ANALYSIS 
As a result of analysis in the first workshop, we 
identified several themes that ran across some or all of 
the meanwhile experiences. The accuracy and value of 
these ideas was tested in situ by asking our participants 
whether they recognised the theme as significant. We 
present below only those that resonated with the group. 
Success attracts further opportunities. It is widely 
recognised that small successes should be achieved 
early on in a project to build motivation, but it was also 
apparent from the case studies that the visibility of these 
successes – a performative presentation – was important 
in gathering the energy that propelled these projects, 
won (further) funding, etc.  
There are risks involved. The politics of meanwhile 
spaces need to be negotiated, and vulnerable 
communities need protecting, for example by 
anticipating gentrification and protecting key strategic 
elements that should be looked after if the site develops 
beyond meanwhile use. Dilemmas were raised around 
engaging excluded and disaffected members of 
communities, managing expectations and dealing with 
tensions and conflicts, as meanwhile spaces bring 
together multiple stakeholders who all have their own 
motivations and agendas.   
There is potential to use spaces or the experience of 
managing spaces to consolidate organisations or to 
establish needs and grow new organisations. 
Experiences in short-term meanwhile activities provide 
opportunities for both training and organisational 
development around key procedures – managing 
finances, writing bids, managing people, establishing 
expectations, business development [giving the vision 
legs]. These activities can be used to set the foundations 
of new projects and groups. This learning and 
prototyping (rehearsal) concept can also be seen in cases 
such as the pop-up shop, which did act as a prototype, 
not only for the social enterprise that ran the pop-up 
shop, but also for the landlord and future tenant who 
were able to use the pop-up event to present an 
understanding of how the space could work.  
There is also a motivation for landlords to encourage 
meanwhile use and organisational development. 
Landlords and developers are seeking ‘intelligent 
clients’ –  people who might lease space on a more 
permanent basis and who have a good understanding of 
how to make spaces successful – and meanwhile spaces 
can be a way to develop this capacity. So, in performing 
the role of tenant on a temporary basis, organisations 
can develop skills that will enable them to successfully 
run buildings and make them more appealing to support.  
Meanwhile uses allow the piloting and testing of ideas 
and approaches, or even businesses, at low cost. They 
allow experimentation. They also allow people to 
establish credibility by proving themselves in a real 
situation rather than, for example, through a business 
plan. It is a space within which entrepreneurial potential 
can flourish. 
Finally, meanwhile allows conceptual shifts, such as 
‘shopping beyond consumerism’, and the subversion or 
appropriation of familiar environments. For example, it 
is possible to use the familiar ‘shop’ environment, and 
the social practices that surround it, to draw people in 
and introduce them to the idea of adopting new 
practices by engaging in other community-based 
activities (http://www.meanwhile.org.uk/showcase/the-
daughters-project).  
These ideas were analysed further by researchers over 
the following weeks while a case study that exemplified 
the key issues was agreed for the next stage. It was at 
this point we noted that much of the meanwhile use we 
had learnt about was neither one-off nor serial, but used 
as a rehearsal for achieving a bigger ambition. 
NEIGHBOURHOOD PROJECT 
One of the key findings from the first workshop was the 
use of temporary spaces as a way for community groups 
to learn, develop skills, identify needs, gather 
participants and build capacity for other space-related 
ambitions such as setting up community centres, parks 
or facilities. We developed this idea in relation to 
performance theory as ‘rehearsal’, where groups that 
had ambitions in relation to space could use meanwhile 
opportunities as a rehearsal space for larger or more 
permanent spaces.  
We wanted to test this notion and to see how we might 
model the process so that community groups could use 
it. Looking for a group that had space-related ambitions 
and might be interested in trying out their ideas in a 
temporary space, we approached a residents group that 
we knew had ambitions to open a youth centre in their 
neighbourhood in Leeds, northern England. It transpired 
that the groups ideas had moved on from a youth centre, 
and that their current interest was in making a 
community orchard on a piece of land that had been 
cleared for rebuilding and then left empty. We 
introduced our theory of rehearsal in meanwhile spaces 
to group representatives who agreed that this might be 
an appropriate vehicle for helping them move towards 
their community orchard idea. The principal researcher 
then worked with them to run a three day garden 
building event (in October 2012) and followed the 
progress of the group in terms of learning skills that 
would help them with the larger orchard project. Fig. 2 
shows the small garden site before work started and 
during the event. 
The initiators of the community work were already 
established as a residents group that ran local events 
such as playschemes during school holidays and a 
summer festival. Five members of the group met 
regularly at planning meetings in the weeks before the 
event, joined by researchers and a community arts 
worker who had previous experience of community 
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gardening. Although the input from the research project 
did affect the process that the group adopted for 
launching their gardening ambitions, the main role of 
the researcher was to study the interactions of the group 
and intervene only as a member of the gardening team, 
not try to steer outcomes or impose solutions. The 
question being tackled was: does the idea of rehearsal in 
this smaller space help the group deal with scaling up? 
This could only be studied by a light touch process 
which allowed the effects of the small-scale gardening 
project to play out.  
 
 
Figure 2: The community garden site before and during the event. 
During the three days of the event, the planning team 
brought in members of the residents group to help with 
the work and activity in the space also attracted the 
attention of passing local residents who then became 
involved. The space provided a highly visible stage-like 
space, as it was located directly behind a busy parade of 
shops and a doctors surgery, and was surrounded by 
roads on three sides. 
Through the event, the site was transformed from a 
derelict site covered in weeds and debris to a site that 
had been completely dug over, all debris and 
contaminated soil removed and fresh topsoil dug in as 
beds for growing vegetables and herbs as Fig. 2 shows. 
A few days after the event a fence was built. 
After the event, there was a review meeting and the 
impact of the process was discussed with many of the 
participants. Materially, there was now a cleared patch 
with plants in place for the following spring, achieved 
by the collaboration of people in the area. However, the 
impact was also felt on less visible community assets. 
Most dramatically, the group reached the conclusion 
that the orchard idea was completely beyond the 
capacity of the group to implement! 
We now go on to consider the key points that arose 
from the collaborative evaluation. 
ANALYSIS 
In analysing the experience gained, we can take a short-
term view of the rehearsal and what it achieved, and a 
longer term view of how this contributed to the group’s 
understanding of itself. 
One of the main points that the group raised in their 
reflective discussion was that they were surprised at the 
level of involvement from people that lived on the 
streets around the site. Many of these were people that 
the residents group had struggled to engage in 
community activities in the past. By being present and 
active within the site and by having something there that 
people could do and join in with, the activity supported 
conversations and the building of relationships. Many 
people were reluctant to get involved on initial contact 
with the project, but took little persuasion to join in, and 
some started on small entry-level activities such as 
making tea, which then led to further involvement and 
digging the ground and building beds. It was pointed out 
as important that people could just join in without 
needing asked or seek permission, and people could join 
on their own terms. For example, one person did not 
want to do any gardening but was a keen photographer 
so was encouraged to bring his camera and document 
the project, adding an element of spectacle. Easily 
negotiable boundaries to different levels of involvement 
enabled people to act at levels at which they felt 
comfortable without having to verbally negotiate or 
seek permission. We saw several permeable boundaries 
over the three days, between involvement in the 
performance (e.g. digging), an engaged audience stance 
(e.g. talking to people who are digging), a connected, 
but distanced audience stance (e.g. shouting at people 
digging) and a passive audience stance (e.g. looking and 
walking past). 
The event provided great opportunities for practical 
learning, such as what types of equipment were needed, 
how much equipment, what types of construction 
materials and how to build with them, and, importantly, 
how to facilitate engagement. For example, volunteers 
said that the spades were too heavy and the gloves were 
too big for some people so, to make it easier for 
everyone to take part, they needed a variety of 
equipment available. Much of this was done through 
discussion, skill sharing and sourcing local knowledge 
and expertise. Finding ways to make things happen 
became part of the relationship and community building 
and an opportunity for people to get involved and 
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publicly enact their participation in the project - and 
therefore their community.  
One activity that was a source of a great deal of 
discussion and learning was the construction of a fence 
around the site. In planning meetings before the event 
much time was spent talking about how high and what 
type of fence was needed and the effect it might have on 
the sense of ownership and access to the space. Due to 
last minute ‘disasters’, the planned fence was not in 
place, but this led to discussions on site and the 
mobilisation of local networks to make sure that a fence 
was erected soon after the event to protect the work that 
had been done. The benefit of this was that a local 
builder built the fence, thus strengthening the links to 
local businesses and residents (the builder was a friend 
of one of the residents on the street). 
Interesting discussions were had around the duration of 
the event. There was undoubtedly value in having a 
three day event to achieve goals; further it also allowed 
people to observe it, consider it and still join in before it 
ended. In the reflective discussion, it was noted that 
there was a visible transition from people passing by 
and saying hello to coming and taking part. It was also 
noted that the project started too early in the morning: 
activity in the street seemed to happen more after 
lunchtime and then into the late afternoon, rather than in 
the morning. Group leaders who had committed to 
taking part for the full three days found it too tiring and, 
by the third day, said that they were not able ‘to give it 
their best’. This insight into the physical demands of the 
activity was useful in terms of planning future activities, 
but it also gave a sense of achievement and allowed for 
an ebb and flow of different participants at different 
times. Having the event within a discrete envelope of 
time did enable an ‘eventness’ to be set up through 
planning and distribution of flyers and spreading the 
word. When the time came, there was a rallying point 
for people to join in and perform a very visible and 
active engagement in the project. Food and drink also 
became part of the team effort as a rota was agreed for 
group members to make soup for lunch, and then people 
took turns to make hot drinks for the volunteers. 
Some of the group members that organised the project 
were experienced in organising community activities. 
They commented that normally they would have done 
more detailed planning of what would happen on the 
site, but that there had been benefits to having a very 
open plan. For example, the layout of the beds was 
determined through the efforts of one resident who 
started to dig a certain layout that he thought would 
protect the site from water damage. Another resident 
disagreed with his approach but, through negotiation, 
the group was (amicably) able to agree on a 
compromise design that incorporated both residents’ 
points of view while reflecting the ideas of multiple 
residents. This ad-hoc development gave more space for 
incorporating perspectives on the fly, making the 
resolution of design choices a publicly accessible event. 
The particular benefits of this serendipitous decision-
making were evidenced when the residents were invited 
to the follow-up meeting in a local pub (about 10 
minutes’ walk away from the site). None came. At this 
point, the organising group decided that it would no 
longer have any separate planning meetings and that all 
decisions about the garden would be made on site with 
the residents. It was decided that the combination of 
visibility and activity was important for engaging 
people in the site and in supporting ownership. 
Although this may have slowed down production, it 
enabled a more equitable outcome. 
And while all these features of the event had a 
theatricality that was useful to exploit for scaling up and 
considering further activity, the most powerful element 
of the ‘rehearsal’ was the insight it gave that the ‘main 
production’ would call for more resources than the 
group can muster at present. Not only would the 
undertaking require a lot of work in the setting up, but 
the maintenance and aftercare would be beyond their 
scope in their current formation.  
This insight opened up the chance to consider how to 
progress. Further ‘rehearsals’ could be used to increase 
participation and look for an organisational structure 
that could sustain an orchard, or the group could take its 
learning in another direction and produce a more modest 
set of long-term ambitions to improve the 
neighbourhood. This was powerful learning about 
capacity and will take some time to consider – next 
steps were still under review at time of writing. 
DISCUSSION 
We share this analysis of community practice and the 
interventions of the Meanwhile Use As Performance 
project to help understand how innovation can be 
supported at a grass-roots level, and to reflect on our use 
of theory within that. Blending theory and design 
research into practice, we show how a theoretical 
framing can be turned into a useful intervention to help 
small groups consider their resources actively and gain 
powerful experience without committing themselves 
beyond their capacity. Our model was drawn from 
collaborative analysis with many practitioners, based on 
a research question that took insights from one domain 
(performance theory) and applied them to another 
(community innovation). It was tested by intervention 
with a further group to see if this analysis had practical 
benefit. Early evidence suggests that it does. 
There are several features worth reflecting upon as part 
of discussing the outcomes of this work.  
In terms of learning about social innovation, the 
experience resulted in a gradual unfolding of openness 
in the design of the gardening project, of the space, and 
the groups’ own ways of working. Their new approach 
to community action has taken on strongly performative 
dimensions, by emphasising more visible activities in 
open spaces which allow community residents more 
freedom to perform their engagement with the group. 
Through taking this performative perspective, new 
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pathways for incorporating newcomers have been 
opened up and enabled community organisers to engage 
with people that in the past have not participated in 
community activities. 
Reflecting on the relationship between research and 
practice we used a co-research methodology of bringing 
together practitioners to consider practice at workshops. 
Indeed, our approach raises questions around the nature 
of design anthropology – using Koskinen et al.’s (2011) 
distinctions between laboratory, field and showroom in 
design research, can we create laboratory moments that 
are still ethnographic? Once we had worked together to 
articulate the process of innovation, we applied it in the 
field. Research became intervention, and, in turn, ways 
of innovation become more designerly: we embedded a 
more iterative process into the approach of the group 
and we saw them become more calculating. In this 
respect, we were bringing design skills into community 
action and our interventions softened the line between 
observation and participation.  
On the role of theory within the practice-based research 
approach we can note that the ideas of performativity 
and temporality drawn from performance theory 
provided common ground for the multi-disciplinary 
research team. It allowed us articulate concepts and 
explore diverse perspectives on what was happening 
within the project. The theory was present and useful 
throughout. It enabled a deepening of understanding as 
the ideas grew from performance to rehearsal to 
devising. It acted as both a conceptual framework that 
provided structure from the beginning of the project and 
a sounding board to shape new thinking as the project 
developed. In conclusion, we feel that this project 
illustrates a relationship between theory and practice 
that is unusual but valuable. 
As a research team, we hope that there will be more 
research in this area, both in our own practice and in 
that of others who may now identify similar tendencies, 
and that we have helped to make explicit a useful 
practice. But there are many questions left begging: 
People who will broker meanwhile use relationships are 
needed. There is a role for a ‘managing agent’ – 
identifying space; generating potential usage/ideas, 
finding tenant-users, drawing in finance and being the 
project enabler. But who will be the intermediaries? 
How might we create partnerships and coalitions of 
stakeholders to make things happen and provide 
expertise and resources, including funding? What is the 
potential use of technology and the internet for 
brokering?  
There are also questions around the timing and 
sequencing of events – whether a space becomes a 
catalyst for something to happen or if groups are already 
forming and looking for space. Different models no 
doubt apply depending on multiple factors. 
In the meantime, we have some evidence that framing 
community action with performance can lead to more 
articulated innovation processes, greater confidence to 
innovate and more manageable assets. 
“[In] its most archaic sense, theatre is the capacity 
possessed by human beings… to observe themselves in 
action. Humans are capable of seeing themselves in the 
act of seeing, of thinking their emotions, of being 
moved by their thoughts. They can see themselves here 
and imagine themselves there; they can see themselves 
today and imagine themselves tomorrow.” (Boal 1992: 
xxvi) 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper describes and critically reflects on the 
process of Neighborhood Labs Berlin, a design 
research project with a focus on Design for Social 
Sustainability (Cipolla & Peruccio, 2008) and 
Community Infrastructuring (drawing on Binder et 
al. 2011), which is best described as building 
flexible, open and re-configurable assemblages of 
social and material elements that give communities 
the capability of developing resilient actions. The 
problems faced by today’s urban citizens are 
dynamic, ever changing and often unsolvable. In 
light of this, we argue for creating infrastructures 
that do not mute, but rather enable the expression 
of conflicting interests, standpoints and beliefs in 
order to obtain new publics and negotiation 
processes (Dewey 2006). 
INTRODUCTION 
This paper’s objective is to discuss the central 
hypotheses along with part of the process of 
Neighborhood Labs, a Community Infrastructuring 
project, which aims at creating a self-sustaining 
designed infrastructure for political and social 
empowerment of citizens on the Fisher Island 
(Fischerinsel) – a central, high-rise building district of 
former East Berlin. The neighborhood is facing 
numerous problems that range from poor conditions of 
public facilities like playgrounds or pathways to 
observed tendencies of isolation among elderly 
neighbors (which make about 35 percent of this 
district’s inhabitants). In addition to these structural 
problems, we detected a sense of powerlessness towards 
the city, e.g., after failed attempts to stop the broadening 
of an already noisy and polluting, multi-lane roadway 
adjacent to the area. 
Due to historical and socio-economic reasons the 
communicative dynamic of this neighborhood is 
described as poor by its inhabitants, which can be seen 
as partly responsible for this experienced powerlessness. 
The fact that meaningful interactions are rare makes the 
emergence of collective action nearly impossible. Hence 
our overarching question and project goal: explore 
whether design can help foster a more sustainable 
everyday interaction. By applying and exploring means 
and methods of Design as Infrastructuring (Binder, De 
Michelis, Ehn, Jacucci, Linde, Wagner 2011), which 
emphasize the inclusion and empowerment of citizens 
to take over the actual design work, we create an 
environment that enables participants to collaboratively 
improve the social fabric through knowledge‐sharing 
and collective action (Penta 2007).  
This environment and its tools will be outlined after its 
underlying structure has been described in the 
following. 
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BACKGROUND: COMMUNITY 
INFRASTRUCTURING AS A 
PARTICIPATORY DESIGN APPROACH 
Regarding our research and design question we find 
ourselves deeply embedded within Wicked Problems 
(Rittel & Webber 1973): analogous to an ever-rising 
complexity of both societal and urban processes, matters 
of design in the context of Cityness are becoming more 
difficult to control, adapt and be maintained as 
something that actually transforms a present status quo 
into a preferred one (Simon 1967). This becomes clear 
when we think about large-scale city planning projects 
that fail to meet the needs of citizens (e.g., the 
HafenCity in Hamburg, a newly-built upper class 
neighborhood, that simply cannot attract enough 
tenants) or the countless grassroots approaches that try 
to solve problems without depending on support by the 
state – a phenomenon that is more traditional in the 
Anglo-American context, but on a clearly observable 
rise throughout Europe. 
This complexity that necessarily arises out of socio-
cultural, urban contexts – where innumerable opinions, 
standpoints and needs clash – is the foundation on 
which we base our deep conviction for fundamentally 
participatory approaches. Designing structures and 
processes for urban complexities must be understood as 
a conscious social and political action that cannot and 
should not be carried out by designers alone but must 
transfer author- and ownership to those who will be 
using the artifact, whether it is an object, a system or a 
service. This becomes even more evident in negotiation 
and decision-making processes that exceed the realms 
of design and affect us as a society (Mareis 2013). 
Furthermore, we argue for looking at the outcomes of 
design work as an infrastructure (Ehn 2008), through 
which further processes and activities can happen 
(instead of proposing final solutions to this or that 
problem) when the necessity to allow for design after 
design (Ehn 2008: 95ff., Binder et al. 2011: 8) is 
acknowledged, for meaningful activities after the 
project has run its course. 
FROM OPINIONS TO PUBLICS 
In this paper we argue for a perspective on the act of 
designing within the complexity described, which we 
took on and developed in the course of initiating the 
project Neighborhood Labs. 
When we first entered the neighborhood we started 
investigating a well-functioning urban community, a 
Seniors Computer Club (SCC), where seniors help out 
other seniors in the use of Information and 
Communication Technology (ICT). It became apparent 
that ICT serves as a vehicle for them to engage in a 
community in manifold ways. In other words, they 
make use of computers as an arbitrary but collectively 
shared issue around which different individuals and 
groups existing in the neighborhood gather and thus 
stabilizing the social fabric of this newly-formed, still 
highly pluralistic group – and ultimately helps building 
and developing a community. This led us to focus on an 
overarching model for our endeavors, which is based on 
John Dewey’s notion of the Publics as entities that 
come into being when individuals organize themselves 
around a shared issue in order to deal with or control the 
direct or indirect consequences, that arises from this 
very issue: “Indirect, extensive, enduring and serious 
consequences of conjoint and interacting behavior call a 
public into existence having a common interest in 
controlling these consequences” (Dewey 1927: 126). 
This issue first has to be created out of a condition, 
which, for instance, may be an individual opinion, a 
question or just something that strikes an individual. If 
this opinion gets publicly communicated, it may become 
an issue for a broader range of people among the 
neighborhood inhabitants with a chance of being 
discussed and enriched with information, opinions and 
viewpoints. In this very process of being transferred 
from something just floating around into an actual 
discourse, it is becoming a problem: publics can hence 
be created by participants of that discourse gathering 
around that problem and communicating about it, 
working on it and possibly arriving at means of 
collective actions. 
 
Figure 1: Schematic Process: From Opinions to Publics 
Without being fixated on enabling definitive solutions, 
our core hypothesis is that this gathering, this collective 
development is one of the most promising ways to 
engage individuals in a greater social fabric like a 
neighborhood: taking responsibility, feeling authorship 
and proactively working on a change regarding one’s 
own living environment. 
Hence this paper resonates with the question of whether 
Design can contribute in the construction of Deweyan 
Publics (DiSalvo 2009) and tries to anticipate – and 
ultimately deliver concrete proposals that explore the 
possible space of action between tracing as “the activity 
of revealing, of exposing the underlying structures, 
arguments, and assumptions of an issue” (ibid., 55.) and 
projecting as “the representation of a possible set of 
future consequences associated with an issue” (ibid., 
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52.), the two design tactics DiSalvo described in this 
regard. 
A SOCIOMATERIAL INFRASTRUCTURE TO 
SUPPORT SOCIAL INNOVATION AND 
COLLECTIVE CIVIC ACTION 
The project goal of Neighborhood Labs is the 
fundamentally participatory, experimental and hands-on 
design of a socio-material infrastructure that supports 
and eases this process of publics emerging and the 
possibilities for citizens to get involved. This 
infrastructure will consist of a wide range of access 
points both online and offline, both objects and people, 
in order to be inclusive and in reach for a wide range of 
possible participants – including the 76-year-old 
inhabitant who never touched a digital device in his or 
her life. Hence we (a pool of researchers, designers and 
non-expert-inhabitants of the Fischerinsel 
neighborhood) are collectively working on developing 
an infrastructure that enables people to identify and 
share conditions, to organize and communicate around 
them and, ultimately, to have resources at hand that 
enable and ease the process of getting active and 
forming meaningful Communities of Practice (Wenger 
1998) in their local environment. 
In order to approach this development, we are following 
a Research-Through-Design approach (Findeli et al. 
2008), which implies the iterative generation of 
knowledge through the intertwined engagement in both 
scientific reflection and designerly practice. 
 
 
Figure 2: Co-Creation workshop with inhabitants of the neighborhood 
At this stage of the project we are currently co-initiating 
a first concrete endeavor in collective civic action. This 
is being started without the support of new means of 
communication (i.e. ICT) and provides insights into 
how and where technological artifacts could enable and 
support this process or provide access to new forms of 
engagement. 
The issue to be tackled concerns a widely discussed lack 
of appropriate seating in the neighborhood. Inhabitants 
are trying to make the case for more park benches in the 
neighborhood, while municipal institutions are 
unwilling to support them in this regard. While 
accompanying the neighborhood inhabitants with this 
issue, we are learning a lot about their ways of 
approaching problems, how they reiterate their 
approaches and how they deal with possible failure 
along the way.  
These insights, along with the theoretical groundwork 
regarding the community’s interaction and 
interrelations, translate directly into our process of 
providing a supporting infrastructure. Through this 
inclusive development process, we argue that the 
infrastructure has the properties needed to enable 
empowerment. This can be seen on different levels: 
During a workshop we were experimenting with paper-
prototyping interfaces for the digital platform and 
providing the tools and templates for the participants to 
take away and experiment with on their own time. This 
resulted in a first version of a community blog, which is 
accessible and open for adaptation by all participants 
and thus gets iteratively transformed according to the 
needs encountered in the process. This was to be the 
first rough prototype of one of the access points for 
sharing issues, problems and opinions, which should 
amass the momentum for action. In addition to these 
collective activities, we are drawing back from the 
group in order to design another access point that will 
combine a traditional way of communicating with a 
digital technology. Regarding the example of missing 
park benches, this “digital poster-board” would enable 
inhabitants of the neighborhood to get information 
about the issue and to vote on whether or not this issue 
shall be pushed forward. Behind the poster board, inside 
two square sections at the bottom, there are two RFID 
sensors that can register a cast vote and a small screen 
provides feedback.  
 
 
Figure 3: Early prototype of a digital/analogue poster board 
The poster templates, with the appropriate spaces 
assigned to the sensors, and an easy-to-use editor will be 
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available on the blog. This allows anyone to start a topic 
they wish to discuss with others. By filling in the 
template, a new topic is generated digitally and is also 
available for discussion on the blog. With this 
experiment, we intend to bridge the gap between 
analogue and digital and to make the information 
available to a greater number of inhabitants. 
CONCLUSION & OUTLOOK: THE 
RESEARCHER‘S ROLES 
Reflecting our endeavors in this project, it was 
necessary for the design researcher to take on numerous 
roles depending on the stage of the project, the objective 
of the specific phase and on the behavior of other 
participants. Through this continuous experimentation 
with different formats, grades and means of 
participation, a pattern is emerging where those 
designing infrastructures that negotiate processes of 
social innovation assume roles that move back and forth 
between observer and participant, describer and creator. 
We are as much the designers that come into a social 
setting from the outside (aiming to change it) as we are 
active participants in the community itself – a goal that 
we have pursued through constant engagement over 
more than two years. We are convinced that building a 
setting where we are seen as trustworthy and “semi-
natives” instead of “intruding strangers” is more than 
crucial for the success of a project like this. Nonetheless 
this double-role remains intact, and we argue that this 
dynamic shift in roles and identities allows us to derive 
the most promising insights as researchers. 
On a practical level, we are constantly evaluating to 
which degree or gradient the participatory aspects of our 
approaches may remain intact – and at which points of 
the process this goal has to be dismissed in favor of 
designerly progress. This switching between roles and 
approaches was deemed necessary because of the 
participatory boundaries that became apparent during 
the course of the project. To exemplify this, comments 
were made by various participants which indicated that 
instead of them providing input to the project, they 
expected us to deliver tangible results which clearly are 
not to be expected in the conceptual as well as 
executional competencies of non-designers (or non-
technologists). 
Although it is too early to draw final conclusions about 
which dimensions of participatory design work to what 
extent in our project – or more precisely, to what degree 
ownership in complex design projects can be 
transferred, we argue that this question is bound to shift 
to the center of our research investigation. This question 
cannot be answered generally and absolutely, but 
depends heavily on the given context and the defined 
goals of the project. We further propose that it can not 
be answered through merely theoretical reflection 
either, but only through a hands-on engagement within 
participatory projects that consciously aim at stretching 
the boundaries of designerly expertise. 
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ABSTRACT
This paper examines the Small hydro power (SHP) 
sector in India and analyzes its potential for social 
innovations. The study is based on the analysis of 
qualitative data acquired through the in-depth 
interviews with various actors that are connected to 
the SHP industry in India which include 
independent power producers (IPPs), 
manufacturers, designers, consultants and 
representatives of various government 
organizations. The empirical material is collected 
in the 4 states of India namely New Delhi, 
Himachal Pradesh Uttaranchal and Jammu and 
Kashmir. The data is acquired through 28 
individual in-depth interviews, group discussions, 
and direct observation of SHP plant. The results 
show that the networks are complex, the actors 
share various interests and the project 
implementation is challenging. There are 
tremendous hindrances involved for the IPPs for 
setting up these SHP units. While on one hand, the 
government is encouraging the participation of 
private sector for SHP development, giving 
incentives and financial support to IPPs but on the 
other hand, the government policies in most states  
are unclear, the government clearances are most 
time consuming and challenging to acquire. Other 
problems involve resistance from the local activists 
and NGOs, poor infrastructure, bureaucracy, high 
interest rates and so on. These problems are 
studied as opportunities for the social innovations. 
This paper examines the SHP industry in India as 
well as highlights the potential for social 
innovations. 
INTRODUCTION
Social innovations are continuously looking for answers 
to the many different social problems by delivering the 
new services that improve the quality of life of 
individuals and communities (SIE Report, 2012). The 
new ideas, notions, strategies and concepts that meet the 
basic social needs that benefit the society is what social 
innovations seek to pursue. 
Social innovation and sustainable development are 
inherently linked together. The changes in the behaviour
of individuals, institutions and organizations are a 
prerequisite for sustainable development (Dobson, 
2007). The goal of sustainable development is to 
integrate the economic, social and ecological impacts of 
our patterns of production and consumption into forms 
of development that are designed for long-term
sustainability (Kleef & Roome, 2007). The criteria for 
sustainability are critical for the success of social 
innovations. 
This study points towards sustainable or green energy 
businesses as having the potential to be viewed as social 
innovations and at the same time being instrumental in 
the creation of social innovations. The green energy 
businesses are the solutions that meet the energy needs 
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of the people without depleting the resources of the 
planet. At the same time, they bring about social and 
environmental sustainability. One such green energy 
generation source is the Small Hydro power (SHP). 
This study focusses on investigating SHP sector in 
India. These SHP plants are even more important in 
India as they have the potential to act as social 
innovations. They provide electricity to the remote and 
thinly populated areas that are otherwise devoid of 
electricity. These SHP units generate “clean energy”, 
empower local people who find employment and the 
villages get electrified which bring about positive
benefits for the society.  
In this study, the focus is on investigating this sector by 
taking into account the complex network of 
stakeholders who share different interests. The 
challenges faced during the implementation of these 
projects are highlighted. The multitudes of challenges 
are further studied as opportunities for potential social 
innovations. The research questions are: 1) What is the 
ground reality of the SHP industry in India? 2) How 
could the challenges be studied as opportunities for 
social innovations?
The main contribution of this study is that it not only 
tries to depict the linkage between the green energy 
businesses, in this case SHP and the social innovations 
but it also studies the potential for creating social 
innovations as a result of challenges faced during the 
implementation of green energy businesses in the 
emerging markets. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
UNDERSTANDING SOCIAL INNOVATION
Social innovation has not been explored extensively as a 
research area (Mulgan et al. 2007). However, the field is 
advancing rapidly and there is a growing interest on this 
subject across the globe (Howaldt and Schwarz, 2010). 
A decade ago, the term “social innovation” was rarely 
used by the academia. The term social innovation has 
been used in a variety of different ways like social 
entrepreneurship that in itself is not necessarily 
innovative but it could be a means to innovation, social 
responsibilities of business organizations, social 
processes of innovation, social side of technological 
innovation, innovation in public policy and governance 
and so on (Westley, 2008). However, the concepts 
related to social innovation have been discussed by the 
great minds from the 19th century itself. Recently, this 
term is being widely used in the innovation studies. 
Numerous social innovation institutes have been set up 
by different universities across the world that are all 
attempting to understand this concept. As a result, the 
term “social innovation” has been interpreted in various 
and overlapping ways in different disciplines (Pol & 
Ville, 2009). Despite numerous interpretations, 
everyone agrees on the notion that social innovation 
benefits the society and helps in achieving the social 
needs. 
According to the SIE Report, “Social innovations are 
new ideas, institutions, or ways of working that meet 
social needs more effectively than existing approaches. 
Often, social innovation involves the remaking and 
reuse of existing ideas: the new application of an old 
idea or the transfer of an idea from one part of the world 
to another” (2012). Another interesting way to 
understand social innovation is through the theory of 
connected difference. It emphasizes on three key 
dimensions of social innovations. Firstly, they are new 
combinations rather than completely new. Secondly, 
their practice involve cutting across organizational or 
disciplinary boundaries and lastly, they leave behind 
compelling new social relationships between previously 
separate individuals and groups (Mulgan et al., 2007). 
Social innovation could be understood as either any type 
or intensity innovations that deliver a clear social impact 
or a set of impacts to both the society and the economy 
(Cernikovaite& Lauzikas, 2011). 
SMALL HYDRO POWER AND SOCIAL INNOVATION
Hydropower is the renewable energy source where 
power is derived from the energy of water moving from 
higher to lower elevations. It offers significant potential 
for carbon emission reductions (IPCC, 2011). 
Hydropower projects are categorized into two segments: 
large hydro and small hydro (Ghosh et.al, 2012). This 
classification of hydro-electric projects depends upon 
the installed capacity which is different in every 
country. There is no worldwide consensus on the 
classification of hydropower projects on the basis of 
installed capacity due to varying development policies 
in different countries (IPCC, 2011). In India, small 
hydro refers to hydro-electric projects with capacity 
generation of less than 25 MW. In other countries, small 
hydro can range from 5 to 50 MW (Kumar, 2012). SHP 
plants can also be classified according to their function 
and based on source of water, as run-of-river, canal-
based and dam toe schemes (Singal, 2009). India’s total 
installed capacity for SHP is 3,300 MW as in January 
2012 while as the estimated potential of SHP in India is 
of about 15,000 MW (MNRE, 2012). SHP has proven to 
be an effective solution especially for rural areas and 
developing countries. SHP project is considered to be 
the property of the State governments in India. The 
private developers are permitted to maintain, own and 
operate it for 40 years after which it will revert back to 
the State Government. In India, since 1994, private 
sector has been encouraged to set up commercial SHP 
projects and utmost efforts are being made to promote 
the development of SHP. Currently, in India, the SHP 
projects are essentially private investment driven and 
this sector is handled by the Ministry of New and 
Renewable Energy (MNRE).   
Social Innovation in a broad context could be defined as 
public good, benefiting people or Earth (Centre for 
Social Innovation, 2010). According to this definition, 
the SHP project could be seen as a social innovation as 
it definitely benefits people by not only providing them 
electricity but also better quality of life. And it also 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK II: Design Anthropology and Social Innovation 173Participatory Innovati n Co ference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
benefits earth as hydropower reduces carbon emission 
and thereby protects the environment (IPCC, 2011). As 
compared to the non-renewable energy sources like 
fossil fuels or even large hydro projects, SHP projects 
provide wide range of benefits to the people as well as 
the Earth. The large hydro projects have been quite 
controversial because of the environmental impact they 
have on the aquatic life. A lot of deforestation and
rehabilitation issues are involved in case of large hydro 
projects. On the other hand, SHP does not create the 
similar environmental issues. The extent of 
environmental impact is very minimal and it completely 
depends on the project sites. In case of SHP projects it is 
possible to divert minimum water so that the aquatic life 
is not impacted much. SHP projects could be classified 
as renewable and green energy sources (Ghosh et.al, 
2012). These projects do not release any greenhouse 
gases during the generation process unlike the non-
renewable energy sources. SHP projects are 
environmentally friendly, economically viable and have 
a positive social impact. Due to the SHP projects, the 
remote and thinly populated villages in India get 
electrified where otherwise alternate sources of power 
are unavailable. When villages get electricity, small 
scale industries are set up in the area and the overall 
economy of the area is improved. Employment of local 
people is another benefit that these projects bring in. For 
each project, at least 10 people are employed. These 
local people get a chance to stay and work in their own 
villages without having to travel to large cities for work. 
SHP plants in the rural areas in the developing world 
serve a social purpose and benefit the poor. The people 
living in these remote areas have no access to the basic 
amenities. When such a project is launched in these 
backward areas, they not only electrify the village but 
also bring about other positive benefits for the society. 
For these reasons, the author refers to them as social 
innovations for the developing world. 
SOCIAL INNOVATION AND PARTICIPATORY DESIGN  
Participatory design is a field of research and an 
evolving practice among design professionals that seeks 
to explore user participation (Kensing & Blomberg, 
1998). It is an approach that attempts to involve all 
stakeholders in the design process in order to ensure that 
the product or service that is created meets the needs of 
the end users. Such an approach empowers the citizens, 
increases social capital and promotes a sense of 
community (Sanoff, 2008). There is a shift from 
designing for users to designing with users. This 
approach requires novel ways of thinking, feeling and 
working. It is not just a method but a mind-set and an 
attitude about people. It is the belief that all people have 
something to offer to the design process (Sanders, 
1996). Participatory design is an approach to create a 
conducive environment that is more receptive to the 
inhabitants’ needs. It is an attitude about a force for 
change in the creation and management of environments 
for people (Sanoff, 2008). 
Both social innovation and participatory design seek to 
empower the citizens and promote community 
development. Through participatory design and social 
innovation, the communities get benefitted and human 
values are translated into tangible experiences. Both 
seek to investigate the ill-defined problems, analyze the 
knowledge and provide solutions to those problems. In 
short, the social innovation and participatory design 
complement each other and are inherently tied together.
DATA AND METHODS
In this study, the aim was to examine the SHP sector in 
India and analyze its potential for social innovations. 
The data consists of semi-structured interviews with the 
key stakeholders that are associated with the SHP 
industry in India. These include the IPPs, 
manufacturers, designers, consultants and 
representatives of various government organizations 
that support the development of SHP sector in India. 
This empirical material was collected in the 4 states of 
India namely New Delhi, Himachal Pradesh Uttaranchal 
and Jammu and Kashmir in the beginning of 2013. 
The data was acquired through 28 individual in-depth 
interviews. Each interview lasted for about 40 minutes 
to 1 hour, and the questions dealt with the obstacles and 
best practices of SHP sector in India, contribution of the 
local people, benefits of SHP projects to common 
people, innovations in this sector and so on. The 
questions varied according to the different stakeholders 
that were interviewed. After few interviews, more issues 
were brought to light and thus few questions were added 
to the interviews. The interviewees were chosen 
meticulously to get the overview of the SHP sector in 
India. It was important to take the perspectives of all the 
key players into account.    
Besides the formal interviews, the empirical material 
was also acquired through direct observation of the SHP 
plant in Jammu and Kashmir (J&K), group discussion at 
the Directorate of Energy in Himachal Pradesh, 
participation in lectures at SHP training program held in 
IIT, Roorkee and the some interaction with the local 
people of Himachal Pradesh. 
Himachal Pradesh, J&K and Uttarakhand were chosen 
as research areas as these states offer tremendous 
potential for SHP in India. New Delhi was selected as 
all the major consultants of SHP and manufacturers of 
SHP technologies are localized in this region. 
SHP sector was preferred because SHP units bring 
about positive social benefits to the local communities 
by encouraging community participation and 
capitalizing on local skills for plant constructions. Also, 
because of the fact that the researcher has an interest in 
green energy businesses in the emerging markets 
especially India.
The data was analyzed according to the principles of 
qualitative content analysis. The transcripts were read 
and the interview tapes were listened to many times 
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until the quality data was collected. The interview 
transcript had 25 questions. Each question was focused 
on individually and how all the interviewees responded 
to each question was taken into consideration. This data 
was then arranged into categories. The main categories 
were local issues, statutory clearances, construction, 
government policies, land acquisition, activist issues 
and so on. During categorizing the data, sub categories 
were generated in some cases. For example, job need, 
unskilled employees, high land costs etc., were all sub 
categories under the local issues. After categorizing the 
data, the connections were formed between categories 
and then the relationships between the categories were 
identified. During the analysis, special attention was 
drawn towards the possibilities of the creation of social 
innovations in SHP sector in India.
RESULTS
CHALLENGES EXISTING IN THE SHP SECTOR IN
INDIA
This section describes the difficulties, weaknesses and 
problems that exist in the SHP sector in India. Some 
obstacles are difficulties in acquiring statutory 
clearances, the resistance from the local people, 
construction issues, unclear government policies, and 
other issues like inadequate evacuation and transmission 
facilities, bureaucracy, corruption and so on. 
Statutory Clearances
100% of the interviewees considered getting the 
statutory clearances as the biggest obstacles that are 
faced by the IPP for the implementation of the SHP 
projects. However, not all the clearances are difficult to 
obtain. The respondents specifically referred to forest 
clearance, land acquisition and environmental clearance 
as the most time consuming and challenging to acquire. 
One of the interviewees said:
Clearances are of various kinds. Land acquisition issues are 
there if it is a forest, private or government land. Land 
acquisition takes a lot of time. It could be 1 year, 5 years or 
10 years. Land acquisition is a serious problem.
Sometimes, an IPP needs to use some land owned by 
the local people. Many times, the local people make 
unrealistic demands and ask for huge and undue 
compensation (Singal, 2009). Some people are not 
willing to sell off their land as it is their ancestral 
property and they have deep feelings attached to it.
Sometimes, some people are very stubborn to sell their 
land. They say, do whatever you want, we will not sell it. 
So, then we are stuck.
Sometimes, the land is owned by many siblings and it is 
very difficult for an IPP to convince all of them. In 
some cases, even when the land owners sell their land, 
they demand very high prices. Five or ten times more 
than what the piece of land is worth. 
Getting environmental clearance for smaller projects 
(less than INR 1000 million) is not required but if the 
project is in reserve forest area, such clearance is 
required and it takes a lot of time (Singal, 2009). On 
average getting all the clearances take at least 2 and a 
half to 3 years’ time if everything goes well. Otherwise, 
as already mentioned above, it can take many years and 
in some extreme cases some projects do not get 
clearances at all and get stalled. 
Resistance from Local People 
Obstructions from the local community are the major 
barriers to SHP development in India. The local people 
do not cooperate with the IPP. Their major concern is 
the land issue. They do not want to sell their land to the 
IPPs. They feel that the IPP snatches land from them 
and enjoys high revenues for decades while as they do 
not get enough compensation in return. Another issue is 
the employment of the local people. One of the 
interviewee pointed out that the local people seek 
employment when they are not even semi-skilled.
They don’t let you construct, they need jobs for their local 
people during constructions. Even after the construction of 
the project, they want to be employed. How can the poor 
IPP agree to all this? These people are not even semi-
skilled.
In addition to the above mentioned problems, local 
activists are also creating problems in some states of 
India. As the project proposal is ready for 
implementation, the activists start filing the litigations, 
resulting in the heavy delay on the project execution. 
One interviewee commented that these activists do not 
understand the difference between large and small 
hydro projects. 
“These activists are misguided people. They believe that 
SHPs also have the same environmental impact like the 
large hydro projects. People have been using hydro for 100 
years. The western world has developed their nations by 
using hydro energy. They are not fools.”
One of the interviewees commented that the NGOs start 
to agitate against these projects. They start agitating 
against environmental problems without understanding 
that these projects are environmentally friendly. 
According to him, these NGOs have hidden motives and 
they are funded by the agencies that are pro-nuclear 
power projects and therefore they exploit the local 
people. Some even went to the extent of saying that 
these NGOs do not want India to develop that is why 
they create problems and misguide the local people. 
Construction difficulties
Most of the SHP sites are located in the remote hilly 
areas in the Himalayas. The construction period in these 
areas is limited. It is not possible to carry out the work 
in the winter season in these areas. Due to the poor 
infrastructure, the project cost escalates. Very often the 
IPPs have to build the roads, bridges and transmission 
lines themselves which increases the gestation period as 
well as the project cost (Ghosh, et al., 2012) It is very 
difficult to transport heavy equipment to the project 
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sites due to inadequate infrastructure. The SHP plant 
sites are located in inaccessible areas that have no 
adequate grid connection facilities. Power evacuation 
remains a big problem in the remote areas.
Power for construction is another issue that is faced
during the construction. Due to the unavailability of 
electricity, diesel generators are used which give one 
unit of energy at about INR 15 whereas if the 
construction power is received from the grid, it would 
cost only INR 5. So, this again escalates the project 
cost. In some cases, grid power is made available but 
they are not strong grids and they trip and work comes 
to a standstill. 
Very often, there is shortage of skilled manpower. For 
example, in Himachal Pradesh, the IPP has to employ 
70% of the people from Himachal while as 30% could 
be from other areas. IPPs are finding it difficult to find 
70% of the skilled manpower from these remote areas 
so in some cases, they are forced to employ those 
people and pay them salaries.  
Natural calamities like landslides, floods, earthquakes or 
other unforeseen geological surprises can bring about 
construction difficulties. 
Ambiguous government policies
In most of the Indian states with huge potential for SHP, 
the barriers to the development are the ambiguous 
government policies. In certain states, the policy makers 
do not have much knowledge about the ground realities 
with regards to SHP. There is a mismatch between the 
policies created and the actual ground realities. 
One interviewee commented that the government 
policies exist but the clarity in the policies is missing. 
He mentioned the following:
“They have all the policies but they don’t know the 
difference between large hydro and small hydro. That’s 
why there are so many problems in SHP.”
In J&K, new policy has been created that is even 
tougher than the previous one. Business entrepreneurs 
feel that this amended policy is a very tough one and 
they are not comfortable with it. There are not many 
people interested in these projects as the new policy is 
very hard. The government policies should be easy and 
attractive if the government wants people to start to 
implement these SHP projects. 
Most of the interviewees mentioned that in some states 
the political willingness to change things is missing. 
One interviewee commented, 
“Why can states like Bihar and Gujarat attract investments 
and we can’t? There has to be some kind of answerability. 
Then only your policy making would work.” 
If the government really had the desire, they would act 
accordingly. The willingness is missing and thereby the 
genuine policies. Another interviewee commented, 
“Policies do not come from heaven. They are created by 
the people. If I have any strong desire, my policy will be 
accordingly. That goes without saying. It's the desire, it's 
the willingness. When there was a desire that mobile 
phones should reach everywhere, government created a 
policy such that it reached everywhere”.
Different states face different issues. For example, in 
J&K, sale of power is the biggest problem. There should 
be clear cut identification of power evacuation 
requirements. Once the IPPs generate electricity, they 
have to sell it to Power Development Department 
(PDD) but unfortunately this department is seriously in 
debt. They promise to pay the IPPs a particular tariff but
IPPs are worried that their money will be in danger as 
PDD has no money of its own. One interviewee 
mentioned, 
“They have to understand the difficulties of IPPs. IPPs are 
worried about whom to sell the power to. They should have 
the assurance that somebody will buy the power.  PDD will 
buy your power but it has always been in debt. IPP feels 
apprehensive that PDD won’t be able to pay him.” 
Besides, the bureaucratic government makes the matters 
worse. Corruption is prevalent everywhere and it is 
difficult to get things done without paying bribes. One 
of the interviewee who is a consultant mentioned that 
his clients who are IPPs offer bribes to the officials in 
order to get the clearances on time. One of the IPP 
mentioned, 
“If you have to earn from water, spend like water”. 
He mentioned that one needs to take decisions quickly. 
If the land owner demands INR 50,000 or 100,000, one 
should give him but do not stop your construction work 
in order to keep the interest during construction (IDC) 
down. However, not everyone is of the same view. 
Other interviewees mentioned that they try to follow all 
the guidelines but never offer any bribes to the 
authorities. 
“They take time to give clearances but in the end they have 
to if everything is in order”. 
Another interviewee pointed out 
“IPPs don’t have patience, they start bribing the officials 15 
days or 1 month after submitting the documents. This is not 
the right approach. One needs to have patience.” 
So, the problem not only lies with the people who take 
the bribes but also with those who offer them.
Management of SHP plants
“SHP projects are not well managed in the government 
sector. If there are two projects of 100 MW and 5 MW. 
They don’t take much care about the 5 MW project. But, 
SHP projects in private sector are well managed whether 
they are 5 MW or 1 MW projects because IPPs need 
profits”. (Interviewee)
In the government sector, the SHP projects are not very 
well managed. There are problems related to operation 
and maintenance. Government focuses more on the 
maintenance of large hydro projects and does not pay 
much attention to the SHP projects. Some government 
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owned projects are over staffed. Instead of few 
employees they need, they hire much more and this 
affects the profitability of the project. In the private 
sector, the SHP plants are well managed as the 
developer’s money is at stake and he tries his best to 
ensure that there is maximum generation. He has to 
manage the projects well otherwise he suffers losses. 
However, even in the private sector, there are also some 
problems. For example, some SHP projects are 
developed with an intention to be sold and such projects 
are not planned well. The developers do not purchase 
good quality equipment for such projects. Their main 
aim is to develop these projects and sell them off. In 
such cases, they are not well managed. Another problem 
is that in the remote areas, the IPPs cannot get good 
quality staff to manage these projects and he has to 
settle for semi-skilled local employees to run his 
projects. Skilled employees prefer to stay in big cities 
rather than relocating to the remote project sites. Lastly, 
there is a need for specialized consultants who could 
provide good design that meet the requirements of the 
SHP plants. Although, nowadays, consultants are found 
in large numbers but specialized consultancy is still 
missing. 
Other issues
There are many other significant barriers to SHP 
development. Firstly, there is a lack of understanding of 
SHP projects. The IPPs who get the licenses for the 
SHP projects do not understand the SHP business. They 
think that SHP is same as large hydro or other green 
energy businesses like wind or solar power projects. 
The SHP project implementation requires adequate 
patience and the IPP needs to invest time to execute a 
good project. Very often, these IPPs have no technical 
knowhow and too much reliance on consultants is also 
problematic especially if the consultants are not skilled 
enough to support the IPPs. 
Secondly, the interest rates are very high in India and 
that pushes up the project costs. Most of the IPPs 
interviewed were paying interests ranging from 12.5%- 
15%. Most of the interviewees declared getting loans 
from foreign banks as an option they would consider. 
Some IPPs are already getting their projects financed by 
the non-resident Indians.
Thirdly, there is unwillingness shown by the banks to 
finance the SHP projects. Although there are some 
financial institutions in India like Indian Renewable 
Energy Development Agency (IREDA) that support the
SHP projects but usually the interest of most of the 
banks lie in the large hydro projects instead of SHPs. 
IREDA had received financial support from the world 
bank for the promotion of renewable energy sector in 
India and it has been financing the green energy 
projects. Other financial institutions are not very 
motivated to finance SHP projects as they do not find 
these projects viable. Assets that are created in the SHP 
plants like dams cannot be sold by the banks and even 
the land is in remote areas. So, banks are not very 
enthusiastic to finance the small hydro projects. Lastly, 
lack of reliable hydrological data required to assess the 
viability of the project is a big issue. Hydrology plays a 
big role in determining the viability of the SHP project 
and many a times this data is faulty and unreliable 
which poses a big threat for the investor.
FROM PROBLEMS TO SOLUTIONS: POSSIBILITIES
FOR SOCIAL INNOVATIONS
These barriers to SHP development could emerge as the 
drivers for innovations. The best way to solve these 
problems is to see these barriers as opportunities for 
social innovations. Social innovation is a novel solution 
to a social problem that is more effective, efficient, 
sustainable or socially just, than existing solutions and 
for which the value created accrues primarily to society 
as a whole rather than private individuals (Phills et.al, 
2008). According to Phills, Deighmeier and Miller, 
social innovations are solutions to the social problems 
that are better than existing solutions. The solutions to 
the problems would come later. First step to create 
social innovations is to recognize the problems and treat 
them as opportunities rather than mere problems. Once 
the problems are recognized, the next step is to find 
novel solutions for them (2008). In the coming 
paragraphs, some solutions to the above mentioned 
problems are suggested. They may not be the perfect 
solutions but they represent an attempt made by the 
researcher towards generating social innovations. 
Offering projects with clearances
While on one hand, the government is encouraging the 
participation of private sector for SHP development, 
giving incentives and financial support to IPPs but on 
the other hand, the government clearances are most time 
consuming and challenging to acquire. It takes 3 to 10 
years to get these clearances from the government 
departments. In order to boost the private sector 
participation in SHP, the government should give these 
projects to the IPPs only after getting all the clearances 
from different departments. As one interviewee 
suggested, 
“Government should have a welcome policy. What I think 
is the government should identify a project. It should take 
all the clearances and only then it should sell that to IPP. 
The IPP should only have to submit the fees to different 
departments and start the work at the site.” 
This proposal makes a lot of sense for both the 
government as well as the IPP. The government would 
get increased participation from the private investors 
who would then be instrumental in adding megawatts to 
the installed power capacity, the economy would 
improve and consequently the nation at large would 
prosper. The IPP can immediately start the construction 
work and save lots of time required for getting the 
clearances, thereby completing the project on time. 
Many states like J&K and North Eastern states of India 
have huge potential for SHP but they are inactive due to 
a variety of reasons which include government policies, 
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terrorism, difficult terrains, evacuation problems, and so 
on. Such states have very minimal participation from 
private investors and have unclear government policies. 
This could be the best policy for such states.
Involvement of local people 
Even during the planning of the SHP projects, the local 
people should be taken into confidence and their 
participation should be ensured. Involvement of the 
local people in the planning and implementation of 
these projects is necessary in order to avoid the 
resistance from them. The local people should not get 
the feeling that others are capitalizing on their 
resources. They should identify themselves closely with 
the project so that they may cooperate in its 
implementation (Singal, 2009). According to one 
interviewee, 
“They (IPPs) don’t allow local people to be a part of their 
projects except during construction. There are boards 
outside the powerhouse saying “Photography prohibited”, 
“Not allowed inside”. How can they expect people to have 
belongingness to these projects?”
Involvement of the local community is vital in order to 
ensure that the needs and aspirations of these people are 
being met. The principles of participatory design have 
to be inculcated into this process. Today participatory 
design processes are being applied to numerous fields 
and they could very well be applied in the planning and 
development of SHP industry too. 
When the local people will work towards the collective 
objectives, they would together vision, plan and realize 
the collective goals. This would empower the 
community and promote their sense of wellbeing.  
Participatory design seeks to actively involve all the 
stakeholders in the design process in order to ensure that 
the end product/service serves their needs. Therefore, 
leaving out the local communities from the list of 
stakeholders at the beginning is inappropriate. They 
should be involved in the design process of SHP plant at 
the early stage of planning process. 
Further, the government has to devise other means to 
promote the local community engagement. In Himachal 
Pradesh, the government policy is that the IPP has to 
pay 1% of the project cost for local area development. 
IPP has to deposit this amount with the Local Area 
Development Authority (LADA). This money is used 
for the development of the village that is affected by the 
project. 
Another very effective policy that is still under 
implementation is to make local people as partners. 1% 
of the generation cost is given to the people who are 
affected by the project. For instance, if an IPP generates 
one million units of energy per day at the cost of INR 3/ 
unit, 1% (10,000) units selling at the cost INR 3. That is 
INR 30,000 (€ 450) belongs to the local people. Now, if 
ten families are affected in the area, each family will get 
INR 3000 (€ 45-50) per day. 
If this policy materializes, it has the potential to change 
the whole scenario in the coming time and it can be an 
effective solution to this problem.
Solving infrastructure problems through SHP 
implementation
Construction problems will prevail unless and until the 
problem of infrastructure is not solved. Unavailability of 
roads, bridges and transmission lines in the remote areas 
is a huge barrier to the development of the SHP plants. 
As per the government’s scheme for “Rural Electricity 
Infrastructure and household electrification” launched in 
2005, transmission lines are being set up all around 
India. Still a lot has to be done to achieve the goal of 
having electricity for all. Nevertheless, efforts on that 
front are being made by the government of India. 
SHP project implementation is an effective way to 
improve the infrastructure as well. IPPs build roads and 
bridges in some cases at the project site when needed. 
Very often, these remote areas are inaccessible and 
therefore IPPs have to build the roads, bridges and 
transmission lines from the plant site to the nearest grid 
station (Ghosh et.al, 2012). 
Other suggestions would include providing 
arrangements for uninterrupted power supply at the 
project sites to ensure the completion of projects on 
time and employing efficient methods for construction 
to reduce the gestation period.
Trainings for decision makers
Most often the IPPs find the government policies either 
too difficult or unclear. According to one interviewee, 
most people involved in creating these policies do not 
have any idea about the SHP business and the difference 
between the large hydro and the small hydro. The 
policies are made on the table while as the 
implementation has to be done on the ground. Many 
times there is a mismatch.
Therefore, it is important to train these decision makers 
and the people involved in creating these policies. They 
need to have a thorough knowledge of the industry and 
how things work on the ground level. They cannot make 
tough policies that impede the growth and development 
of the SHP industry. 
As per the data from January 2012, the total installed 
capacity of SHP in India is 3300 MW while the total 
potential capacity is 15384 MW. Government plans to 
increase the total installed capacity to 8500 MW by 
2021 (MNRE, 2012). If the government is really serious 
about realizing these goals, adequate steps have to be 
taken to ensure that these goals are met. In this regard, 
trainings should be made mandatory for the people who 
are involved in creating these policies. Further, these 
policies should be revised in order to attract private 
investments in this sector.
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Human resource trainings  
Skilled staff does not stay in the remote areas for 
operation and maintenance. Only local people take care 
of the operation and maintenance of the SHP plants who 
may or may not be skilled. In order to ensure that these 
plants are well managed, the government as well as the 
private sectors should impart trainings to the staff. Lack 
of skilled people in the operation and maintenance of 
the SHP plants was found out to be a big issue. It is 
therefore mandatory to organize trainings in order to 
train the staff and make them able to operate and 
maintain these SHP plants. It was found out that the 
local people do not have enough knowledge about the 
turbines and other equipment in the powerhouse. They 
do not detect the small problems on time. If these 
problems were detected earlier, huge expenditures could 
be minimized. Therefore, it is advised to organize 
trainings for the staff in order to avoid big problems.
One interviewee commented, 
“As hydropower is relatively simpler technology, people 
think that they are experts and don’t need any training.” 
Another interviewee who owns and operates numerous 
SHP plants said, 
“The key to the success of any company is the Human 
Resource Development. So training, re-training and 
recruiting quality staff are important aspects for achieving
success.”  
Foreign funding agencies
One of the solutions towards solving the problem of 
high interest rates is to find foreign funding agencies to 
provide financial support for the development of SHP 
projects. As mentioned previously the interviewees 
complained about high interest rates and the adverse 
effect it has on the profitability of their businesses. In 
Europe, for instance, the interest rates are really low. 
Currently IPPs in India are paying 12% to 15% interest 
rates for their projects. If they are being offered 6-7%, 
that will also have a tremendously positive change on 
their rate of return. So, in a way it is a win-win situation 
for both the parties. 
CONCLUSION
This research investigates the SHP sector in India and 
underlines the importance of the social innovation 
potential in this sector. The ground reality of the SHP 
industry in India is described which focusses on the
challenges and barriers to the development of this 
industry. These barriers are then studied as the 
opportunities for social innovations. The SHP industry 
in India is also viewed as a social innovation itself as it 
benefits people and Earth at the same time. SHP has the 
potential to provide green energy to the people who 
otherwise have no access to electricity. Besides 
receiving electricity, people are socially benefitted in 
various ways. They get employment, industries set up in 
that area, infrastructure gets improved and in some 
states local area development takes place from the 1% 
of the project cost of SHP plants.
Numerous challenges are faced during the 
implementation of SHP plants in India. These 
challenges are getting the statutory clearances, 
resistance from local community, construction 
difficulties, ambiguous government policies, poor 
management of SHP plants, high interest rates, 
unwillingness shown by banks to finance the projects 
and so on. These challenges are then studied as 
opportunities for social innovations.
Social innovations solve the problems, or in other 
words, provide novel solutions to the social problems so 
that the quality of life of individuals and communities 
would improve (Phills et al., 2008). Therefore, keeping 
this definition in view, the researcher has provided some 
insights that could contribute towards solving the 
problems in the long run thereby acting as social 
innovations. Many suggestions are made for the 
successful implementation of SHP projects. First of all, 
the government should give these projects to the IPPs 
only after getting all the clearances from different 
departments. Second, local people should be made 
partners and they should be involved in the projects at a 
very early stage. Third, the problem of infrastructure has 
to be solved by building roads, bridges and transmission 
lines which is being done to some extent by IPPs who 
start these projects in remote areas. Fourth, training 
should be provided to those who create the SHP policies 
as well as to the local employees who operate and 
manage the SHP plants. Lastly, the IPPs should seek for 
foreign funding in order to cut down on the interest rates 
and get better returns on their investments.  
This research mainly focused on the opinions of the 
IPPs, manufacturers, designers, consultants and 
representatives of various government organizations 
that support the development of SHP sector in India. It 
did not take the opinions of the local communities 
where these projects are being set up. It would be 
interesting to study this issue from the perspectives of 
the local communities. A future study may be suggested 
that should be directed towards the local village 
authorities of different states of India where SHP units 
are being set up. 
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ABSTRACT 
Housing cooperatives build upon a strong tradition 
of participation and self-administration. But there 
are hardly any scientific findings providing insight 
into participatory structures and processes of 
housing cooperatives. To a great extent, this fact 
might be explained by a lack of convenient 
methodology, amongst other reasons. This gap for 
his part might account for a missing consciousness 
and practice in most housing cooperatives to 
develop and foster a participatory culture 
effectively and dynamically. In order to bridge this 
gap, we tried to develop a suitable approach to 
analyse and evolve participatory structures and 
processes in housing cooperatives in a systematic 
and holistic way. Our explorations resulted in an 
interdisciplinary and interactive approach based on 
integral theory as well as methods from 
organisational knowledge and change management 
presented in this paper.  
INTRODUCTION 
Although housing cooperatives have a strong tradition 
of participation and self-administration, their 
organisational structures and processes are often defined 
and regulated very weakly. A common understanding 
and groundwork of participation and self-administration 
is missing in most cases. As a consequence, scattered 
und tacit expectations cannot be fulfilled and lead to 
uncertainties and conflicts. Furthermore, housing 
cooperatives are facing different challenges like new 
market segments, social change in general and strategic 
questions of housing development which not only 
aggravate the problem of participation and self-
administration but also require basic negotiations of 
rights and duties between residents and management. 
Only after establishing shared values and reciprocal 
confidence the individual and collective resources can 
be used in a common sense and interest. According to 
different statements of officials from housing 
cooperatives, we assume that this knowledge gap might 
be one main reason preventing them from developing 
and fostering a participatory culture in an effective and 
dynamic way. 
With regard to the question of suitable structures and 
processes, there are acknowledged theories and 
experiences, especially in community development (e.g. 
Lüttringhaus 2000, Wates 2002) and participatory 
design (Robertson and Simonsen 2012). Therefore, the 
key question of our study and this paper is not who to 
involve in what way? The key question is how to 
analyse and develop the culture of participation in 
housing cooperatives. The second half of the question is 
a typical question of organisational knowledge and 
change management. To answer the first part of the 
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question, we were looking for a suitable analytical 
framework, which would allow to analyse participatory 
practice with regard to individual and collective values, 
behaviours and resources in a systematic and holistic 
way. Furthermore, the analytical framework should also 
help to identify specific measures to develop, increase 
or optimize the existing participatory practice. 
Our explorations resulted in an interdisciplinary and 
interactive approach based on integral theory as well as 
methods from organisational knowledge and change 
management, presented in the following chapters. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Participatory structures and processes in housing 
cooperatives are not only the topic of our study. 
Participatory design was also used as a specific method 
for data generation and collection. 
“At the core of Participatory Design is the direct 
involvement of people in the co-design of tools, 
products, environments, businesses, and social 
institutions. In particular, Participatory Design has 
developed a diverse collection of principles and practice 
to encourage and support this direct involvement 
[scenarios, personas various forms of mock-ups, 
prototypes and enactment of current and future 
activities]“ (Robertson and Simonsen 2012, p. 3).  
In community development as well as in participatory 
design, all analysis and activities are determined by the 
needs, expectations and requirements of the 
stakeholders, in the present study, basically officials and 
residents of housing cooperatives. While the active and 
interactive part is quite well developed, a suitable 
methodology allowing a systematic and holistic analysis 
of existing participatory practice is less developed in 
this context.  
An alternative analytical framework was found in the 
literature and theory of organisational knowledge and 
change management. Wilber’s AQAL-Model represents 
the abstract core of integral theory (Wilber 2000). The 
figure below shows the four quadrants of Wilber’s 
integral theory: the I (the inside of the individual), the 
IT (the outside of the individual), the WE (the inside of 
the collective), and the ITS (the outside of the 
collective) dimensions of the quadrants. 
Figure 1: The four integral quadrants applied to organisations 
(Romhardt 2002). 
 
The quadrants represent four basic ways of looking at 
organisations: Regarding the consciousness and visible 
expressions of individuals as well as the culture, and the 
social system of collective groups or organisations. 
Romhardt (2002) describes organisations as knowledge 
communities in the term of the four integral quadrants, 
see Figure 1. 
Nonaka and Takeuchi (2001) developed a similar, but 
different model of knowledge management. In their 
SECI-model they show that knowledge exists in 
different forms and can be developed by the interaction 
of individuals and groups. They distinguish the 
following processes: 
1. Socialisation (S): Individuals sharing their tacit 
knowledge by being involved together in joint activities. 
2. Externalisation (E): Making tacit knowledge explicit 
by forms of interactions that allow individuals to 
articulate their understanding by images, models or 
words. 
3. Combination (C): Conversion of different entities of 
explicit knowledge into more complex systems of 
explicit knowledge that can be made available widely in 
the organisation and beyond.  
4. Internalisation (I): Transforming explicit knowledge 
into tacit knowledge so that the new knowledge 
becomes part of the organisation’s shared mental 
models and culture and can be made available in the 
form of documents, manuals, models and stories. 
Our study was focussed on the first three processes, 
with a special interest in analysing participatory 
expectations and practice and identifying measures for 
improvements together with the people concerned. We 
wanted to know, how existing participatory structures 
and processes meet the needs and requests of officials 
and residents from an individual and collective 
perspective and how they integrate individual and 
collective knowledge and competences of the 
organisation. 
DATA AND METHODS 
Interdisciplinary research and development projects 
have a high significance at the Lucerne University of 
applied Sciences and Arts and are supported actively. In 
the project at hand, four different Institutes resp. 
Competence Centres (Explanation and Services, 
Communication and Marketing, Regional Economy, 
Urban and Regional Development) were involved. 
Data was generated and collected in two different 
housing cooperatives in Zurich, in an interactive way, 
using participatory and intervention methods. The 
process and results were documented orally (audio-
files), visually (photos) and in written (protocol, 
flipcharts, post-it’s). The analytical framework of the 
integral quadrants introduced in this paper, was used for 
a systematic and holistic analysis of the data. 
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DATA GENERATION AND COLLECTION 
The case study took place in two different housing 
cooperatives in Zurich between August and December 
2012. The generation and collection of data so far 
consisted of I) guided interviews with officials from the 
housing cooperatives, exploring problems and questions 
related to participation and II) a triangulation of three 
different participatory and intervention methods: 
1. Vote: typology of residents regarding participation 
2. World café: discussion at the plenary meeting 
3. Focus group: group discussion and validation of the 
results from step 1 and 2 
A survey on resident’s needs and requests regarding 
participatory structures and processes is planned but has 
not been conducted at the time of paper submission. 
Following Wilber’s model, the participatory and 
intervention methods used for data generation and 
collection can be divided into methods that help to make 
tacit knowledge accessible by making them explicit 
(vote, focus group, world café,) and others that 
aggregate individual knowledge on a collective level 
(interview, focus group, survey), see Figure 2. 
Figure 2: Data generation and collection by participatory and 
intervention processes. 
The combination of participatory data generation and 
collection with analytical instruments from 
organisational knowledge and change management 
leads to a dynamic methodology helping to explore the 
problems and potentials of participation and self-
administration in housing cooperatives (or other 
organisations based on these principles) in a systematic 
and holistic way. 
EVALUATION OF DATA  
Based on the questions and problems mentioned in 
guided interviews with officials from the housing 
cooperatives, a first intervention took place during a 
general assembly of one of the housing cooperatives in 
Zurich. Participants of the meeting were asked to 
choose between three types of participation or to define 
one that describes their preferred type of participation 
best, see Figure 3. This kind of self-assessment and self-
declaration made evident that a surprising majority of 
participants would call themselves “activists”. Preparing 
the participants for the vote, the category “activist” was 
introduced as a person who actively presents opinions 
and inputs for change. 
Figure 3: Vote on various types of participation. 
Building on these results, the vote was succeeded by a 
world café-session exploring general experiences and 
stories with participation in three groups. The process 
and results were documented orally (audio-files), 
visually (photos) and in written (protocol, flipcharts, 
post-it’s) and were synthesized subsequently in terms of 
“ten theses on participation”. The results of the vote and 
the world-café session and especially the theses were 
discussed and validated a few weeks later within a focus 
group representing the management and the residents of 
the housing cooperatives participating in the case study. 
RESULTS 
PARTICIPATORY PROBLEMS AND DEFICITS 
As supposed, the data generated and collected as 
described above, confirmed a lack of definition of roles 
and unclear commitments which can be attributed to the 
individual-interior quadrant (see Figure 1). In the 
individual-exterior quadrant, a dominance of certain 
individuals and problems with “free-riders” (i.e. people 
not involving themselves in activities but profiting from 
these activities) was identified. Referring to the 
collective-interior quadrant, a lack of shared principles 
of participation and self-administration was recognized 
and a growing polarization between management and 
residents or between old and new residents. Questions 
of equality and integration of minorities showed to be 
widely unsolved. Furthermore, a missing transparency 
in decision making and communication and a missing 
culture of manners and discussion - amongst residents 
as well as between management and residents - were 
revealed. In the collective-exterior quadrant, inefficient 
and ineffective structures were noticeable. In addition to 
informal hierarchies and unclear responsibilities missing 
incentives for participants could be identified as 
problems in the same quadrant. 
PARTICIPATORY POTENTIALS 
Analysing the possibilities and capabilities of 
individuals and collectives, Wilber’s quadrants show the 
following picture. In the individual-interior quadrant, 
the representatives in the case study featured a strong 
personal identification with the cooperative housing 
model and also a strong motivation to take part in 
cooperative actions. Management and residents seem to 
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dispose of a variety of professional and methodological 
competences as well as valuable contacts and networks 
that could be helpful in future activities. In the 
collective-interior quadrant, different forms of self-
administration were discussed. The pre-condition of 
cooperative actions are shared values, creating 
transparency, security, and mutual confidence. In the 
collective-exterior quadrant, the following issues were 
raised: more professionalism, more effective structures, 
individual networks, self-organized working teams and 
a better integration in the neighbourhood and district. 
PARTICIPATORY TRANSFORMATION 
Based on the analysis of problems and potentials of 
existing participatory practice, specific measures 
helping to improve participatory structures and 
processes and to develop and foster a participatory 
culture can be derived. The next step of transformation 
would consist in the internalisation of knowledge in the 
sense of Nonaka & Takeuchi (2001) i.e. in the 
transformation of new resp. explicit knowledge into 
tacit knowledge of the residents, so that participation 
become part of the organisation’s shared culture. In the 
collective-exterior quadrant, this could be done by the 
installation and direct involvement of a regular focus 
group representing the management and the residents, 
coached and moderated by an external consultant. 
According to the understanding of participatory design 
of Robertson and Simonsen (2012) one main task of this 
focus group would be the co-design of the participatory 
frame i.e. the definition of shared values and principles 
of participation. The propositions of the focus group are 
discussed in a plenary meeting of the management and 
the residents in order to agree on a common mode and 
culture of participation. In addition, the management of 
the housing cooperative could install a social media 
platform to stimulate and facilitate the exchange and 
collaboration of residents. 
DISCUSSION 
First, we can state that Wilber's integral theory reps. 
four dimensions constituting an organisation helping to 
distinguish between different structural and procedural 
aspects on the interior/exterior and individual/collective 
dimensions and thus allow to analyse problems, 
possibilities and capacities of housing cooperatives in a 
systematic and holistic way in order to identify patterns 
and key issues of participation. An aggregation of 
individual knowledge on a collective level can be 
reached by involving residents in focus groups, 
interviews or surveys or similar participatory actions, 
supported by external consultancy and social media 
which contribute to a constructive dialogue amongst 
participants. Using the combined matrix 
(Wilber/Nonaka et al.) allows to define specific action-
oriented measures helping to develop and foster a 
participatory culture in housing cooperatives.  
Thus, the paper shows how participatory and 
intervention methods derived from community 
development and participatory design and analytical 
instruments derived from organisational knowledge and 
change management can be combined and turned into a 
dynamic methodology helping to explore the problems 
and potentials of participation and self-administration of 
organisations like housing cooperatives in a systematic 
and holistic way. Furthermore, based on the data 
collection and analysis, the combined matrix allows 
deriving specific measures helping to improve 
participatory structures and processes and to develop 
and foster a participatory culture. 
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ABSTRACT 
I’m not an idiot – From narrow to innovative 
narratives among marginalized youth describes and 
discusses the design and the outcome of a small 
film project in the municipality of Elsinore, 
Denmark that made some significant changes in 
the lives of four 15 year olds with substance 
problems. The film project made the young people 
agents rather than clients in their own lives and it 
invited the local community to be a part of their 
changes.  
INTRODUCTION 
In Denmark young people's substance problems is a 
subject of great attention. Hundreds and yet hundreds of 
millions of Danish tax payer Kroner are spent 
developing methods and planning early interventions. 
Many professionals such as social workers, pedagogs, 
psychologists, and psychiatrists spend time training 
professional conversations that are supposed to motivate 
the young ones. Some succeed but still lots of young 
people try to escape treatment and other kinds of 
unwanted public help. Very few resources are spent on 
innovation that involves the young people in a radical 
way.  
This paper will describe the design and the outcome of a 
small project in the Municipality of Elsinore where four 
15 year olds with substance problems film their 
personal stories with iPads and iPhones and show the 
films to their families, friends, boyfriends, public 
employees and other important people in their network. 
It will discuss if and how this project has the potential to 
 
work as a prototype for a social design for young people 
with substance issues as one of many challenges in their 
lives. 
USER DRIVEN INNOVATION – 
INVOLVEMENT CREATES AGENTS  
User driven innovation tends to focus on improving the 
product. In the case of social innovation, the aim among 
other things is to improve society (Howaldt, 2010). The 
aim of this social design is to improve the way 
marginalized young people are able to act upon their 
situation. Its inspiration is first and foremost 
involvement that creates agents as opposed to clients 
(White, 2006). It has grown from the narrative and post 
structuralist approach that the opportunity to have 
influence on telling your story creates an opportunity to 
take charge in your life (White, 2006).  
In this case the user driven approach in the film project 
created not only moving and eye-opening films. It 
helped the young filmmakers live new and preferable 
stories. At the same time the approach helped the young 
people focus on what was important to make a new 
preferred narrative come true. In this case the four 
filmmakers focused even harder on their schoolwork 
and on other core issues in their dreams for a better 
future. For one it was to stop stealing, for another it was 
to stop believing what her psychiatric evaluation told 
her: “Your intelligence is below average” and for a third 
it was to create better relations with her parents. This 
resonates with Darsø’s description of Social Innovation 
as changes in human integrations, relationships and 
practises or changes in human infrastructures consisting 
of relationships and frames (Darsø, 2011).  
The use of iPhones and iPads in filming and editing the 
stories made it accessible and user friendly as discussed 
by Buur (Buur, 2011). The young ones all use 
smartphones in their daily lives and it therefore seemed 
like an obvious choice. It also helped remove any sort of 
camera freight that could’ve been a topic had the 
cameras been larger.   
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DESCRIBING THE FILM PROJECT: NEW 
NARRATIVES  
The four young filmmakers all attended a municipal 
treatment activity involving group treatment, family 
therapy and school. Cannabis was a part of their lives as 
well as alcohol and some of them had experiences with 
drugs. Some of them had attended up to seven schools 
and all of them had been expelled for a variety of 
reasons including pushing, stealing and violence. They 
all had social cases; some had criminal records and 
families who had lost confidence in them. Substance 
issues, serious illness, unemployment, divorces, deaths 
and so on challenge most of their families.  
THE NARRATIVE INSPIRATION 
“People shape lives, shape identities through plots”, the 
narrative tradition states (White, 2006). This was the 
fundamental understanding that lead to the first steps in 
the film project. This step also consisted of narrative 
inspiration well put by the singer Leonard Cohen.  
“There is a crack in everything. That’s how the light gets 
in” (Cohen, Anthem).  
We asked the young people about which stories they 
had not had the chance to tell. What would be their 
preferable stories? And last but not least: Which stories 
were parts of their lives that they felt an urge to create 
counter-stories to. The notion that we live in the stories 
that other people tell about us (Ricoeur, 1984), (White, 
2006), (Gergen, 2005) became central in investigating 
the counter stories. The young people could all relate to 
this. They knew from experience what labelling felt like 
and they could all tell stories about how labelling had 
had a defining effect on their lives up until that moment. 
One girl explained how being called a prostitute made 
her not care about how many young men she went to 
bed with. A young man decided that he might as well 
steal because his former teachers called him a thief. The 
third 15 year old who had been labelled a pusher made a 
story about how football played an important role in his 
life.  
Introduced to the idea that they now had the chance to 
tell the world a different narrative about their lives, to 
film it and edit it the way they wanted, the young people 
went ahead and told their stories on a storyboard.  
The narratives in their films consisted of a mixture of 
new realities, new preferred narratives and dreams for 
the future presented from an already existing reality.  
The film project lasted 6 weeks in which the four young 
filmmakers filmed, edited, chose music, recorded 
speaks and played parts in each others films.  
 
The photos are screenshots from the public version of the films. The 
title is Backlight. Modlys in Danish. This version is based on the 
original stories from the film project. A local theatre group plays the 
characters in the film. This is Cille. 
 
This is Cille and her “gang”. 
CILLE’S STORY 
Described as below average intelligence in her 
psychiatric evaluation the fourth young person we refer 
to as Cille, decided to show in her film that she could 
pass her 9th grade exam. At the beginning of the film 
project she told us this: 
“The psychiatrist told me that my IQ was way below 
average. That I couldn’t pass my ninth grade exam and that 
I was unintelligent. With an ugly word I was an idiot” 
(Cille, 15 years old). 
Her film consisted of photos from her school. Teaching 
situations, happy smiles, happy music and sunshine.  
Two months after the film project we talked to Cille 
again.  
“I now attend 9th grade exams. Today I calculated 
fractions. Complicated fractions. I don’t think that is a sign 
of stupidity. Now I don’t feel stupid at all. I can manage 
math, I can read and all the other stuff that is needed to 
pass this exam. Now it’s so far out to think that I can’t 
manage school. I’m not an idiot”.   
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Cille is an example of a young girl profiting from the 
meeting with a new approach. After experiencing the 
death of a parent and after she started using drugs, she 
was enrolled in the traditional psychiatric diagnosis 
focused system. She was diagnosed with inferior 
intelligence and offered various kinds of medication and 
treatment. Cille played a very active part in the film 
project. Apart from running around as happy as ever 
filming the other young ones and designing and 
directing her own film, she came up with an idea for 
another film that we ended up co-creating and that was 
shown to the local politicians.   
The change that this girl undertook is as significant as a 
journey from the power technologies of the prison 
system described by Michel Foucault (Foucault, 1978, 
2002) to the co-creation oriented relation between client 
and therapist described by Kenneth Gergen in his talk 
about the postmodern context (Gergen, 2005).  
THE GALLA PREMIERE  
When we introduced the idea of making a film that told 
the young people’s preferable story, we also asked the 
question: to whom would you like to show the film? 
And how? It very quickly became evident that their 
parents were their most important target group. And 
nothing would be better than a real film premiere. Being 
able to show a film about them that could make their 
parents proud was a very important motivator in 
planning the whole thing. They invited their parents, 
friends, boyfriends, siblings and professionals in the 
municipality. It all culminated in a premiere with more 
than 30 participants. Each film was shown and the 
relatives watched the films and listened to the young 
people’s stories, as were they filmmakers and not just 
cannabis addicts. Or to use a narrative phrase: as agents 
rather than clients. The young people all played a big 
part in deciding how to decorate the facility with 
balloons, making sure that the red carpet was placed 
correctly, that the torches were lit correctly and that we 
served drinks with umbrellas (non-alcoholic), snacks 
and pizza slices. And then they went home to dress up 
in order to arrive with their guests.  
Elizabeth Buckley and Philip Decter describe how 
community celebrations of new narratives play an 
important role in their work concerning children and 
families in crisis: 
“We plan meetings in which children and adults tell 
their chosen community what they are learning about 
themselves, what they are learning about the effects of 
the problem, what their hopes are for the future, and 
how they are moving toward that future. These 
community gatherings often turn into raucous 
celebrations (Nichols & Jacques, 1995) even while 
discussing serious and difficult problems. We encourage 
families and communities to respond to what they see 
changing for the family, and how they can contribute to 
ongoing change” (Buckley & Decter, 2006).  
During and after the premiere several parents, siblings 
and professionals expressed gratitude towards the 
design of the project. Cille’s father said: “For the first 
time ever, Cille was able to get up in the morning 
without my even having to wake her up”.  
METHOD 
The Municipality of Elsinore employed us in a position 
that combined communication and social work. In other 
words nobody paid us to be reflecting researchers. Our 
research therefore is the kind of research reflecting 
practitioners do.    
Along with the young people, who are participants in a 
municipal treatment activity, and who have been very 
involved in designing not only their personal films but 
also each other’s films and the overall project, we have 
been the designers of the film project and we are the 
ones who have carried it through. We have done this as 
respectively a part time public employee and a 
consultant. Our observations are also affected by 12 
years of working with young people’s substance 
problems and reflecting on the practice. In fact it would 
be true to say that our reflections in this paper are 
mainly after-reflections. We are not paid for our 
research but for the results created together with the 
young people and their network. In that sense the 
prototype is based more on a radical co-creation 
approach than on a research based design. As Sanders 
and Strappers put it bringing co-creation into the design 
practice will cause a number of changes to occur. It will 
change how we design, what we design and who 
designs (Sanders and Strappers, 2008.) This has very 
much been the case in the film project. We have started 
the process, introduced the narrative ideas and provided 
the equipment, but the stories and loads of ideas for the 
process are the young people’s ideas. For instance we 
started introducing the concept of ‘places that you love’ 
as a central part of their films. This played a part but 
was very quickly replaced by a larger focus on stories of 
identity because the young people found it very 
interesting to tell counter stories.  
DISCUSSION 
The social design of the film project seems to have a 
way of helping young marginalized people become 
agents in their lives. The prototype needs further testing 
though. It is not necessarily easy to adopt the 
cooperation between the young people, the 
professionals and the local community and to export it 
to the traditional system. This prototype is even a 
radical approach within a minority culture, the narrative 
approach. An important question therefore is if we are 
aiming at mainstreaming the design. Are we talking 
about a design that could be used by the mainstream 
psychiatric system? We are not sure. What we can 
conclude is that the prototype played a significant part 
in changing the four young people’s lives. Combining 
the narrative approach with a co-created film design 
seems to work and the community celebration with 
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families and network plays a significant role in the 
change.  
We have chosen to anonymize the young people’s films 
to protect them against unwanted attention in the years 
to come. But their stories are so important that we felt 
that they needed to be told to other professionals. We 
created a film called Modlys (backlight in English) that 
is based on the original stories from the original films. 
In the YouTube edition of the film there is an English 
translation of the dialogues. 
 
Link for the YouTube version of Modlys: 
http://youtu.be/uznxmIHvc5s 
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ABSTRACT 
This article presents the work carried out by the 
Ethnographic Observatory of Design and Social 
Innovation in Rio de Janeiro, a university extension 
project carried out at the School of Industrial Design at 
the State University of Rio de Janeiro (ESDI / UERJ), 
Brazil. Organized from an interdisciplinary perspective 
between design and anthropology, the project assumes 
the city of Rio de Janeiro as theme and site of work, 
traversed, at the present moment, by the preparation of 
two major sporting events scheduled for 2014 and 2016. 
This report presents and discusses the activities of the 
Observatory in the downtown area, focusing on 
considerations about the experimentations of modes of 
observation, description, imagination and engagement 
(Ingold 2000 and 2011), as tested by us throughout the 
process. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
In the year 2014 the twentieth edition of FIFA World 
Cup will take place in Brazil. Rio de Janeiro is among 
the twelve cities selected to host the games, and also 
two years after, in 2016, it will also host the Olympic 
and Paralympic Games. The imminence of these two 
major sporting events has imposed to the city a schedule 
of construction works that aims to prepare it to receive 
the competitions and all their adjacent activities. 
This agenda has contributed to the acceleration of the 
process of transformation of the urban environment, 
which, besides involving more specifically the works of 
infrastructure necessary for the realization of the events, 
also expands, in many ways, towards the 
reconfiguration of the ways in which both the 
government and civil society perceive and imagine the 
city. 
In addition to the preparations for FIFA World Cup and 
the Olympic Games, this process includes a series of 
other initiatives involving government projects for 
'requalification' of the port area, and 'pacification' of the 
slums, and also a speculative process that revolves 
around a hyper-valuation of properties in the city, and a 
super price inflation in services and trade in general. 
In order to create an environment for systematic 
observation of this 'transformation process' which 
traverses the city of Rio de Janeiro, the School of 
Industrial Design at the State University of Rio de 
Janeiro (ESDI / UERJ) has created the "Ethnographic 
Observatory of Design and Social Innovation in Rio de 
Janeiro", a university extension project that aims to 
bring to the university the discussions involving the 
city, at the same time that it returns to it the 
reconfigured issues, thereby causing an expansion of 
dialogue between city, university and society, as the 
ultimate goal of the university extension. 
The project - which began in 2012 and has continued its 
activities during 2013 – assumed the city of Rio de 
Janeiro as object and field of work, and through an 
interdisciplinary perspective articulated between design 
and anthropology, experimented combining practices 
and modes of knowledge production from the two 
disciplines in order to conjugate observation, 
movement, description and imagination of places and 
regions (Ingold 2000 and 2011), aiming to bring out and 
make visible the processes of transformation 
experienced in the urban environment in question, and 
to provoke discussions about the possible ways of life in 
the city, either conforming alternative visions and/or 
projections (Disalvo 2009) at the present moment or in 
the near future (Hunt 2011). 
In this article, we seek to present the work of the 
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Observatory in its initial stage, and discuss thereafter, 
the developments that will be explored in the future. So 
the article is, first and foremost, the report of an 
interdisciplinary project between design and 
anthropology, conducted in a design school in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, assuming the city, according to the 
terms of Ingold (2000 and 2011), at the same time as 
end and means of work. 
With our participation in PIN-C 2013, we expect to 
exchange experiences with other researchers exploring 
the disciplinary interaction between design and 
anthropology, as well as with those that discuss how 
design and anthropology conjugated can positively 
affect the processes of social innovation, defined here 
according to the terms proposed by the Conference, that 
is, as innovations that are social both in their means and 
their ends, and that include "changes in the ways of 
thinking: changes in mental models and institutional and 
social norms that increase the renewal ability of society; 
novel solutions to social problems with societal value, 
or as new ideas that work in meeting social goals" 
(PIN-C 2013). 
 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
From propositions made by Ingold (2000 and 2011) and 
Gunn (2009 and 2012) for a redirection of the 
anthropological practice, toward its combination with 
other modes of knowledge production - such as art, 
architecture and design-conventionally closer to the 
propositional exercise of changing the world; an 
interdisciplinary approach is outlined on the one hand, 
to enable anthropology to engage more creatively with 
concrete issues of living in the world, and on the other, 
simultaneously, to reinforce the commitment of art, 
design and architecture with a deep and nuanced 
understanding of the ways of life on which they focus 
their activities, a commitment that often ends up being 
neglected by artists, architects and designers. 
These proposals have outlined new directions for 
interdisciplinarity, a discussion that has become 
prominent in anthropology (Rabinow and Marcus 2008, 
Strathern 2005, Velho 2010) while also expanding amid 
design (Clarke 2011; Frascara 2002; Halse, Brandt, 
Clark, Binder 2010). According to these formulations, 
designers, social scientists, and anthropologists, should 
reaffirm their commitment towards engagement in the 
world - understood, according to Ingold (2011), as 
condition for the legitimacy of scientific practice. 
Considering such framework from the perspective of 
design, Clarke proposes that the shift towards cultural 
and social sensitivity brings with it "the capacity to 
generate effective social innovation" (2011: 11). 
Indicating thus, the latent potential that such a 
combination between design and anthropology entails 
towards an effective contribution in processes of social 
innovation - understood here, more broadly, as in the 
terms of John Thackara, that is less “driven by science 
fiction” and, otherly, more “inspired by social fiction” 
(2005: 04). According to this approach to innovation, 
designers must be committed to "participation in social 
innovation" (Halse, Brandt, Clark, Binder 2010: 14), 
switching "attention from science-dominated futures to 
social fictions in which imagined new contexts enrich 
an otherwise familiar world" (Thackara, 2005: 219). 
Also Gunn and Donovan (2012), Clarke (2010) and 
Lenskjold (2011) highlight the critical potential of this 
emerging field, ‘design anthropology’, that, combining 
observation and interpretation with collaboration, 
intervention and co-creation, should enable a new way 
to engage with social life, strongly committed to 
emerging situations and with a dialogic engagement 
with the persons involved. 
Thus, beyond the question of engagement with concrete 
issues of social life (Ingold 2011; Gunn, Donovan 
2012), what becomes central, here, is the effort to create 
alternative forms of description, projection and 
imagination, that seek both to make visible the 
emerging social practices, and to provoke alternative 
visions (Hunt 2011) and/or projections (Disalvo 2009), 
so that future consequences associated with the issues at 
stake could become apparent. So it is about facing the 
challenge of seeking ways of engaging and ways of 
describing emerging processes and non-fixed categories 
(Gunn, Donovan 2012), coupled with experimentation 
around the creation of alternative visions (Hunt 2011, 
Reyes 2010) and future projections (Disalvo 2009). 
Something close to what in the "Design Anthropological 
Innovation Model Manifesto" is understood as 
"rehearsing the future" (Halse, Brandt, Clark, Binder 
2010): "it collapses the front end and back end of the 
design process, in that we already from the very 
beginning do what is usually in the end: rehearsing the 
relationships and practices that follow with a new 
artifact" (idem: 15). 
These formulations tell us of a change in the role of 
designers in society, towards the emergence of a new 
way of doing design, understood as active participation 
in society, it could also be described as a web of project 
networks (Manzini 2008: 98). In this context arises the 
idea of  an 'exploratory design' (Halse, Brandt, Clark, 
Binder 2010: 14), in which concrete interactions must 
be taken, above all, as "the starting point for the design 
work" (idem). 
Starting from the reference given above, when creating 
the project, we turned our attention more carefully to the 
proposals made by Ingold (2000 and 2011) in order to 
experiment around them, and in the form of a practical 
exercise, the combination of anthropological approaches 
and design. In this author we have found return in 
relation to the discussion of new description matrices, 
including one that had enough resonance with the 
experience we were looking for, namely a graphic 
anthropology (2011). Above all, what became 
fundamental was his proposition of understanding the 
categories of place and region, around which we 
organized our work. 
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In this perspective, an investigation about a place must 
be, above all, an inquiry made in one place, and from 
that place, around observation paths that seek to follow 
the inhabitants of the region in their moving through the 
various places along which they lead their lives. Thus, a 
research project on a particular place is, first and 
foremost, an exercise held in the place, and in dialogue 
with those who live there. 
This formulation leads to the understanding that such an 
experiment should not take the form of a research 
project, but rather that of university extension, 
articulated with teaching and research, to create 
opportunities for interaction between the university 
environment and the society in which it belongs. 
 
DATA AND METHODS 
The project team, consisting of myself, and four 
undergraduate students and a newly graduate product 
designer, had the support of students of the discipline 
"Means and Methods of Project Representation", who 
engaged in the work, as well as other five students, 
advised by me in their projects of completion of course, 
that addressed issues related to the Observatory. 
All students participated in readings, fieldwork and 
prospective exercises, while the project team carried out 
such activities, and also gathered and analyzed the 
material produced to prepare two exhibits, two 
presentations at scientific events and one workshop. The 
first exhibit was held in an extension fair at the central 
campus of the university (Figure 1) and the second at 
the school, gave sequence to a workshop with external 
participants (Figure 2), after which we exhibited the 
results, this time in the outer walls of ESDI (Figure 3), 
located in the heart of the downtown area. 
As to events, we participated in a roundtable organized 
by Nomad University1, entitled "Disincubating 
creativity in the metropolis", and in a showcase of the 
network DESIS (Design of Service and Social 
Innovation), coordinated by Professor Ezio Manzini, 
from Politecnico di Milano (Italy), with local 
organization by Professor Carla Cipolla, from the 
Program of Production Engineering at the Federal 
University of Rio de Janeiro. 
 
                                                           
1 The Nomad University (Universidade Nômade) is a network 
of movements composed of nuclei, research groups, militants 
of popular preparatory courses, cultural movements, 
magazines and artists, gathered in order to establish a common 
agenda around issues related to the challenges of the 'change' 
that is currently traversing Brazil.  
 
 Figure 1: exhibit at the central campus of the university. 
 
 
 Figure 2: workshop with external participants. 
 
 
Figure 3: exhibit of visions, projections and scenarios on the wall of 
ESDI. 
 
To start the work, I asked students to represent the 
school and its surroundings graphically, and by 
memory. The support for this representation should be a 
space of the school not previously designated for such 
purpose (Figure 4). By observing the drawings together, 
we discussed what each of us could realize, what stories 
and memories they evoked. 
 
Figure 4: drawing of the region surrounding the school, done by 
students. 
 
Next I suggested we tried to overlap the drawings 
(Figure 5) on the satellite view provided by Google 
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Maps where the region could be seen (Figure 6), 
seeking to find at least some point of connection 
between the overlapping layers on transparency. 
 
    Figure 5: overlapping of drawing on photography of Google Earth.  
 
While observing the cut proposed by the tool, we 
realized that the image which was conformed at the first 
moment of search - when typing the address of the 
school - comprised a region large enough to display 
various possibilities for fieldwork, and at the same time, 
with an extension that could easily be walked, 
facilitating the moving between field and school. 
 
 Figure 6: image of Google Maps showing ESDI and its surroundings. 
 
At this point, we were developing the same activities 
among students in the classroom, and with the project 
team, in our weekly meetings. From the exercise with 
the drawings and Google Maps, we began the fieldwork 
that would happen in the form of a mapping (Ingold 
2000: 219-242), which did not mean, at that moment, 
that we were committed to go into the field seeking to 
collect data to make any map at a future moment. 
Mapping the area around the school meant only 
following the pathways (idem) that would take us form 
one place (idem: 219, 2011: 145-155) to another, an 
environmentally situated activity that, in setting us 
moving, intended to cause the unveiling of a field of 
relationships and stories, which, for Ingold, is what 
properly constitutes a place. 
We set out for the mapping divided into groups, each 
choosing a place from where to start a series of 
observation pathways. At every encounter in the 
classroom, we shared what had been observed in the 
field and commented on the produced drawings, notes, 
photographs and narratives. 
While coming and going to fieldwork, we initiated a 
process of analysis inspired by procedures from 
strategic design (Figure 7), mainly in its Italian matrix 
(Politecnico di Milano), some of them updated by 
Brazilian researchers, as Paulo Reyes (2010). We then, 
sought to extract key issues that would feed a 
development process with visions of alternative 
scenarios (Hunt 2011), as well as projections about 
future consequences (Disalvo 2009) in relation to life in 
the places where we performed our field. 
 
 Figure 7: work in classroom. 
 
These were mainly imagination exercises seeking to 
prospect other visions and/or projections about the 
places (Figure 8), and from the issues perceived there, 
configure communication devices to forge new 
discussions in field. At this point, we experienced 
various means and methods of representation by 
choosing those that facilitated communicating our 
visions and projections that we wanted to take to the 
field so that passersby and other inhabitants of the 
region could interfere in them, creating thus, more 
discussion and raising, again, other issues. 
 
 Figure 8: some visions of future scenarios developed by students, on 
display at the school wall. 
 
EVALUATION OF DATA 
By working in the field, bringing and returning renewed 
questions to it, was, then, the way in which we 
rehearsed to start this experiment that took place at the 
region around which we gathered as a group involved in 
the training exercise to act in design. 
In our comings and goings to field, we have rehearsed 
several ways to record what was being observed. 
However, students had an easier time working with 
drawings, diagrams and photos than with verbal and 
textual records. During the classes, then, we have 
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discussed the material produced in the field by each 
group, to gradually initiate a process of analysis that 
sought to extract from the data latent issues that could 
guide the development of imagination exercises of 
alternative and/or future visions. 
At that moment, we made use of some analytical 
strategies belonging to strategic design, according to the 
version of Reyes, which formalizes a "systemic and 
dynamic model of strategic design method applied to 
the territory" (2010: 09), where images play a key role 
in the operationalization of the processes of construction 
of imagined scenarios. 
This model was useful, mostly, in regard to the way the 
analysis of images is articulated, towards a gradual 
process of conceptualization, that starting from concrete 
devices (images) suggests a path that follows to an 
exercise of organizing images by similarity of semantic 
field  (idem: 10), continuing a process of reorganization 
and synthesis into concepts which are then rearranged in 
a type of SWOT (strength, weakness, opportunity and 
threat) graph that functions, here, only as facilitator for 
analysis of categories synthesized from the analysis of 
fieldwork. 
Focusing on concepts perceived as strengths and 
opportunities, we built polarity graphs (idem: 11), 
consisting of the main concepts from the analysis and its 
semantic oppositions. In this process, such a graph 
serves to expand the images associated with the first 
concepts, expansion that aims to stimulate the next 
stages of the exercise of construction of visions and 
projections of alternative and/or future scenarios. 
The scenarios, both of a prescriptive and predictive 
nature in terms of Margolin (Lenskjold 2011), 
were generated from the combination of two or more 
concepts in the polarity graph, and, once formulated, 
they were described in small verbal narratives that 
guided the process of creating visual narratives. Next, 
we started to sketch graphically what we intended to 
exhibit on the school wall, so that we could, through this 
exhibit, engage in dialogues with inhabitants and 
passersby in the region. 
 
RESULTS 
While this work process was going on with students in 
the classroom, the team of the Observatory dedicated to 
preparing two exhibits, one workshop and two 
presentations at scientific events, occasions in which we 
had the opportunity to expose the partial results of the 
work done together with the students, at the very 
moment it happened. These presentations were 
fundamental to the analytical and critical processing of 
what we had been experiencing, functioning as key 
situations in which we were forced to synthesize and 
communicate what was being done, and also to 
reevaluate the work and reconsider the following steps, 
thereafter. 
So, while we were conducting the activities proposed at 
the beginning of the work, organized in a more or less 
linear and cumulative way, we reconducted the 
activities, according to the evaluations made during the 
periods of preparation of presentations, in which we 
worked intensively. 
The interactions with those who attended the workshop, 
presentations and exhibitions, were crucial moments of 
work, in that it was at the events, in a strict sense, that 
the exercise of university extension happened towards 
the city and society. Always taking into account the 
need to prepare for these events so that the interactions 
could happen easily, quickly and playfully, we tested 
different strategies to narrate, from textual, visual and 
expographic elements, what we had perceived on the 
field, but always leaving room for other readings to 
arise, and especially debates that might even detract 
from the analytical axes we had been following. 
In this sense, we believe that the visions and projections 
shaped by us should not represent the result of the work 
process, but rather part of it, that is, they should be 
understood mainly as operative images (Halse, Brandt, 
Clark, Binder 2010: 20), or ‘triggers’ which had value 
in facilitating interactions between us and those living in 
the places represented therein. It was, then, 
experimentation around means and methods of 
description and imagination that were only fully 
realized when taken in conjunction with the search for 
ways of engagement (Gunn and Donovan 2012). 
Thus, we sought to explore alternative ways to practice 
design, understood here as an open-ended design 
practice (idem) or as a critical practice (Lenskjold 
2011), that did not aim at the development of design 
projects, understood in a strict sense, but rather 
articulation of the prospective exercise, typical of design 
processes, towards the practice of observation and 
description in depth, proper of anthropology, also 
understood comprehensively from the perspective of 
Ingold, as a practical observation based in participatory 
dialogue, and therefore, an inquisitive way of inhabiting 
the world. 
 
DISCUSSIONS 
Throughout the work, we, the team of the Observatory, 
realized that all our activities were fed, most of all, by 
the different instances of dialogues that were being 
provoked by each one of them. Thus, it was possible to 
understand that we were involved in a process that was 
articulated in-between creating devices that provoked 
new possibilities of debate, among us, inside the 
university, and with the places, outside. 
In this sense, soon it was possible to realize we were 
involved in a process that alternated observation, 
description, discussion and imagination of places, in an 
investigative and propositional exercise about the 
observed and also imagined places, but which mainly 
happened in one place, and around the region where this 
place was located. 
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discussed the material produced in the field by each 
group, to gradually initiate a process of analysis that 
sought to extract from the data latent issues that could 
guide the development of imagination exercises of 
alternative and/or future visions. 
At that moment, we made use of some analytical 
strategies belonging to strategic design, according to the 
version of Reyes, which formalizes a "systemic and 
dynamic model of strategic design method applied to 
the territory" (2010: 09), where images play a key role 
in the operationalization of the processes of construction 
of imagined scenarios. 
This model was useful, mostly, in regard to the way the 
analysis of images is articulated, towards a gradual 
process of conceptualization, that starting from concrete 
devices (images) suggests a path that follows to an 
exercise of organizing images by similarity of semantic 
field  (idem: 10), continuing a process of reorganization 
and synthesis into concepts which are then rearranged in 
a type of SWOT (strength, weakness, opportunity and 
threat) graph that functions, here, only as facilitator for 
analysis of categories synthesized from the analysis of 
fieldwork. 
Focusing on concepts perceived as strengths and 
opportunities, we built polarity graphs (idem: 11), 
consisting of the main concepts from the analysis and its 
semantic oppositions. In this process, such a graph 
serves to expand the images associated with the first 
concepts, expansion that aims to stimulate the next 
stages of the exercise of construction of visions and 
projections of alternative and/or future scenarios. 
The scenarios, both of a prescriptive and predictive 
nature in terms of Margolin (Lenskjold 2011), 
were generated from the combination of two or more 
concepts in the polarity graph, and, once formulated, 
they were described in small verbal narratives that 
guided the process of creating visual narratives. Next, 
we started to sketch graphically what we intended to 
exhibit on the school wall, so that we could, through this 
exhibit, engage in dialogues with inhabitants and 
passersby in the region. 
 
RESULTS 
While this work process was going on with students in 
the classroom, the team of the Observatory dedicated to 
preparing two exhibits, one workshop and two 
presentations at scientific events, occasions in which we 
had the opportunity to expose the partial results of the 
work done together with the students, at the very 
moment it happened. These presentations were 
fundamental to the analytical and critical processing of 
what we had been experiencing, functioning as key 
situations in which we were forced to synthesize and 
communicate what was being done, and also to 
reevaluate the work and reconsider the following steps, 
thereafter. 
So, while we were conducting the activities proposed at 
the beginning of the work, organized in a more or less 
linear and cumulative way, we reconducted the 
activities, according to the evaluations made during the 
periods of preparation of presentations, in which we 
worked intensively. 
The interactions with those who attended the workshop, 
presentations and exhibitions, were crucial moments of 
work, in that it was at the events, in a strict sense, that 
the exercise of university extension happened towards 
the city and society. Always taking into account the 
need to prepare for these events so that the interactions 
could happen easily, quickly and playfully, we tested 
different strategies to narrate, from textual, visual and 
expographic elements, what we had perceived on the 
field, but always leaving room for other readings to 
arise, and especially debates that might even detract 
from the analytical axes we had been following. 
In this sense, we believe that the visions and projections 
shaped by us should not represent the result of the work 
process, but rather part of it, that is, they should be 
understood mainly as operative images (Halse, Brandt, 
Clark, Binder 2010: 20), or ‘triggers’ which had value 
in facilitating interactions between us and those living in 
the places represented therein. It was, then, 
experimentation around means and methods of 
description and imagination that were only fully 
realized when taken in conjunction with the search for 
ways of engagement (Gunn and Donovan 2012). 
Thus, we sought to explore alternative ways to practice 
design, understood here as an open-ended design 
practice (idem) or as a critical practice (Lenskjold 
2011), that did not aim at the development of design 
projects, understood in a strict sense, but rather 
articulation of the prospective exercise, typical of design 
processes, towards the practice of observation and 
description in depth, proper of anthropology, also 
understood comprehensively from the perspective of 
Ingold, as a practical observation based in participatory 
dialogue, and therefore, an inquisitive way of inhabiting 
the world. 
 
DISCUSSIONS 
Throughout the work, we, the team of the Observatory, 
realized that all our activities were fed, most of all, by 
the different instances of dialogues that were being 
provoked by each one of them. Thus, it was possible to 
understand that we were involved in a process that was 
articulated in-between creating devices that provoked 
new possibilities of debate, among us, inside the 
university, and with the places, outside. 
In this sense, soon it was possible to realize we were 
involved in a process that alternated observation, 
description, discussion and imagination of places, in an 
investigative and propositional exercise about the 
observed and also imagined places, but which mainly 
happened in one place, and around the region where this 
place was located. 
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Throughout this period of work, performed in 2012, we 
went and returned to the field numerous times, bringing 
observations and returning there with provocations that 
could give rise to dialogues with the inhabitants and 
passersby, in the several places we had been to. In this 
process, we have tested several strategies to foster an 
environment to provoke (Lenskjold 2011) dialogue in 
field, which was facilitated by the artifacts created by 
us. However, we realized that, rather than creating 
interventions that instigated passersby on the issues we 
would like to debate, it was necessary to be there on the 
street, next to the material that would eventually support 
our involvement in processes of communication. 
Thus, we understand that the probable future 
developments of the project involve research and 
experimentation on new ways of being into field, where 
the processes of observation, movement, description and 
imagination are combined in the service of creating 
environments of dialogic engagement between us and 
all the other inhabitants with whom we share places, 
such as these in the central region of Rio de Janeiro. It is 
through these dialogical instances that we intend to, 
ultimately, take part in processes of social innovation 
and imagination (Ingold, 2000) to conform other 
perspectives from which to perceive and imagine the 
city and the possible forms of life for the city. 
In addition, we have also found in Clarke (2011), 
Disalvo (2009), Gunn and Donovan (2012) and 
Lenskjold (2011), and in references provided by them, 
sources that indicate possible paths through which we 
can continue experimenting with different kinds of 
critical engagement via design and anthropology. 
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ABSTRACT 
Open Data Cities is an ongoing investigation into 
how a city may move towards adopting, in specific 
terms, an open data framework, and, in general 
terms, openness. It is an experiment in 
participatory policy and infrastructure, and in 
curating an environment for change. Uniquely, our 
focus is on the entire ecosystem at once, and 
developing an ecology around open data to create 
sustainable impact. One dimension of this 
infrastructure is DataGM which, as an output of 
the Open Data Cities research, and artefact or 
‘Open Digital Resource’, is the focus of this paper. 
DataGM used a process of participatory policy and 
action learning in the Greater Manchester city 
region. We engaged policy makers from 10 local 
authorities, data managers from agencies including 
Transport for Greater Manchester, digital 
businesses, and supported a grass-roots developer 
community. Our development approach drew 
significantly on Actor Network Theory (ANT). 
According to ANT, the on–going processes of 
“translation” are key sources of social order. 
“Translation” generates ordering effects, such as 
organisations, institutions, devices, and agents. 
Each of these have their own “resistances”, and 
social change, as evidenced by Data GM, is very 
much about a struggle of reorganising the 
resources and relations in the ‘actor–network’. 
This paper presents an analysis of the practical 
application of this theory to our problem domain 
and, reflecting on our experience, makes 
recommendations for participatory policy and 
infrastructure intervention at a city scale. 
INTRODUCTION 
The Open Data Movement has freed up information 
held by public agencies, creating opportunities for 
innovation in public and social services. Making data 
available in accessible formats to communities of 
developers, hackers and digital entrepreneurs makes it 
possible to develop new applications and services based 
on this data and create both social and economic value 
(Open Data Institute, 2013). Open Data Cities — a 
FutureEverything Innovation Lab project since 2009 — 
builds upon this foundation and has led to the creation 
of new digital infrastructure, in the shape of DataGM: 
the Greater Manchester Datastore. This provides a 
framework and a resource for people to analyse, 
improve and build new services. The formation of 
DataGM created a unique opportunity for action 
research into participatory policy and infrastructure at 
city scale.  
Rather than focus on participation at the level of the 
individual, our approach was to consider the nascent 
open data community as a whole and develop 
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participatory strategies to coordinate the various actors. 
This gave us cause to draw upon Actor-Network Theory 
(ANT). ANT is a methodological framework with 
which to conceptualise social phenomena, such as this, 
 in terms of networks (Latour and Woolgar, 1986; 
Bijker and Law, 1992; Callon, et al., 1986; Latour, 
1999). ANT posits that an entity cannot be understood 
in isolation; instead, it is always linked to a 
heterogeneous network of resources and agents that 
define that entity as the specific entity in question 
(Nardi, et al., 2000). Questions of subjectivities, 
agencies, actors, and structures have been of perennial 
interest in Design Anthropology and Social Innovation 
(Schuler, et al., 1993), and therefore, ANT has become 
increasingly important in recent times due to the infinite 
interconnectedness of contemporary culture and the 
extension of the network through the instrumentation of 
our environment with non-human actants (Berry, 2008; 
Dunne and Raby, 2001). 
In the following sections of this paper we introduce key 
concepts of ANT. FutureEverything, Open Data Cities 
and the DataGM case study are then introduced. We 
describe the resistances encountered and strategies 
deployed to overcome them. Finally, drawing on the 
literature, we reflect upon the practical steps required 
when implementing participatory policy and 
infrastructure at city scale, and the issues that arise at 
the end of this process: dilemmas, challenges, 
opportunities envisioned from this experience, and how 
it can cross- fertilise other projects of the same type, in 
other contexts. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
ANT originated in studies of scientific practices, but it 
has become a generic framework for understanding 
social phenomena. According to ANT, society consists 
of networks of both human and non–human actors 
(Latour and Woolgar, 1986; Bijker and Law, 1992; 
Callon, et al., 1986; Latour, 1999). A key concept in 
ANT is “translation.” The total system of actors in the 
full social network is extremely complicated. Reduction 
of this complexity is therefore a necessary requirement 
for practical action. Translation means a process where 
complicated sub–networks become represented by 
actants, and by which the complex underlying structure 
becomes a “black box” for practical purposes. 
Translation means that complex sub–networks become 
“punctualised,” and start acting like a unified entity, 
from the point of view of those actors who interact with 
the sub–network. (Bijker and Law, 1992). Michel 
Callon (1986) has defined 4 moments of translation: (i) 
Problematisation; (ii) Interessement; (iii) Enrollment 
and; (iv) Mobilisation of allies. 
Translation means that complex networks can be taken 
for granted. But at the same time it means that the point 
of translation also becomes a locus of power and 
control. The effects produced by the translated sub–
network become resources that can be located and 
controlled. Through this process of translation the 
“punctualised” network can be represented as if it were 
owned by the actor who manages the translation 
(Tuomi, 2001). 
DATA AND METHODS 
FUTUREEVERYTHING  
To provide context for this study, it is useful to 
introduce FutureEverything and the overriding 
methodological frame within which DataGM was 
developed: 
FutureEverything is a research programme conceived 
and developed to investigate and participate in the 
emergence of a digital world. Informed by various art 
and design methodologies, the sociology of science, and 
by understanding of the unstable, liquid, shifting 
character of the digital space, the research actively seeks 
to construct and study the 'actor-world' (Callon, et al., 
1986) of the digital domain. FutureEverything presents 
digital culture at its limit, and makes apparent the ways 
it is brought into being, the local processes of ordering, 
and the necessary negotiations and struggles that occur 
at that limit. It does this by placing a wide range of 
agents (human, software, and other) into varying 
constellations, and by orchestrating and observing the 
circulation of ideas, technologies, actions, and the 
surface effects that result. 
OPEN DATA CITIES AND DATAGM 
Developed in May 2009, the Open Data Cities project 
sought to encourage the public bodies of the Greater 
Manchester Region to open up their publicly held 
datasets for the benefit of citizens, businesses and public 
bodies alike. The project looked at similar schemes that 
were taking place in North America, most notably 
Vancouver and Washington DC. The project was 
initially focused on the social and business innovation 
case for the release of data whilst being aware of the 
wider context of re-enfranchisement, transparency and 
efficiency. 
At this time, there was an explosion of interest behind 
the impact of Open Data and the move to a more 
transparent and open society. Locally, there was the 
emergence of the Greater Manchester City Region, as a 
new administrative entity. The FutureEverything team 
proposed that the associated structural reforms could 
create an opportunity for the development of Open Data 
policy and practice in Greater Manchester. 
The Open Data Cities project was conceived as an 
eighteen month social innovation and business 
innovation project. Our proposal was to develop an 
Open Data Innovation Ecology in Greater Manchester. 
In this period, there was a lack of activity nationally 
with regard to Open Data, and the case for Open Data 
was not proven. For the project to advance, it was 
deemed prudent for a pilot to be conducted to discover 
demand. This pilot became DataGM. 
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Building upon initial scoping and advocacy by the 
FutureEverything team, the Open Data Cities project 
was developed in two phases, and funded through the 
Manchester Innovation Investment Fund, a vehicle of 
NESTA, North West Development Agency and 
Manchester City Council. The first phase was wholly 
coordinated by FutureEverything, and the second phase 
jointly with Trafford Metropolitan Borough Council 
(Trafford MBC). 
DataGM was created to help public sector organisations 
release and bring together in one place, as much of the 
data they hold as possible. Insofar as it was the output of 
the FutureEverything Open Data Cities Innovation Lab, 
it was the first municipal Open Data datastore and 
policy framework in the UK to have been established by 
independent actors, rather than by the Mayor's office or 
equivalent local government agency.  
It is important to note that as a ‘datastore’, DataGM is 
not original. We used the same technical system as 
data.gov.uk. What is innovative is our intervention as an 
external agency and approach to stakeholder 
engagement, drawing on ANT to “translate” the 
emergent network. As is described in the following 
sections: 
We identified three key communities (“sub-networks”) 
that the project needed to engage in order to move 
Greater Manchester towards Open Data. Each had to be 
approached and developed in different ways. The three 
Greater Manchester communities targeted were: 
• Developers, designers and activists. 
• Local Authority IT managers, FOI officers, 
system administrators and developers. 
• Political decision makers. 
A wider national and international community was also 
targeted.  
DEVELOPERS, DESIGNERS AND ACTIVISTS 
It was essential we had support from the grassroots 
community for three reasons: 
1. Grassroots community would prove the 
demand case for open data. 
2. This community is most likely to see the 
potential of data outside the purpose for which 
it was originally intended. 
3. The knowledge held within the community is 
essential in enabling local authorities to release 
data. 
The user group – Open Data Manchester – was created 
through Open Data Cities to be the forum for the 
grassroots community to discuss and share knowledge 
around Open Data, manifesting itself as user group of 
fifty members. 
LOCAL AUTHORITY IT MANAGERS, FOI OFFICERS, 
SYSTEM ADMINISTRATORS AND DEVELOPERS 
These were the people who had their ‘hands on the 
data’, so to speak. Initially it was thought that they 
would not be in a position to release data without 
approval from the executive. Surprisingly this was not 
the case, with regard to Trafford MBC and the release 
of Open Election Data. Within three days of 
programming the regular Manchester Social Media Café 
with Open Data sessions, Trafford MBC had released 
all their local election data back to 1987.  
Several routes were tried in engaging with this group 
and although we were buoyed by the early success of 
the release of election data, one of the problems we had 
was identifying who were the most relevant people to 
speak to.  
Through the Association of Greater Manchester 
Authorities (AGMA) Collaborative Improvement and 
Efficiency Programme we informed Transformation 
Teams throughout the region as to the DataGM project 
and how it fits in with the improvement and efficiency 
agenda. One to one meetings were conducted with 
Transformation Directors at Trafford MBC, Manchester 
City Council and Wigan MBC. Consultation took place 
with the Business and Transformation team at Salford 
City Council and through this Salford developed an 
Open Data portal for their council website with datasets 
being identified and regularly made available. 
POLITICAL DECISION MAKERS 
This was always seen to be the most difficult group of 
people to engage. Being born out by the lack of 
engagement with any Members of Local Authorities. 
Progress was made with the transformation teams who 
generally sit at, or just below executive level. Through a 
close working relationship with Manchester Knowledge 
Capital, we were able to have dialogue with GMPTE at 
executive level and have initially identified two major 
datasets, Journey Planner timetable information and 
regional NaPTAN data, that have been offered subject 
to licensing being agreed. The project also had support 
from MDDA (Manchester Digital Development 
Agency) and the BBC. 
OTHERS 
As well as targeting the above communities, effort was 
put into engaging with a broad range of expertise and 
activism within the UK and internationally. The reason 
for approaching this group was to give credibility to the 
project by creating a body of expertise that could be 
called upon. It was also significant for the impact for the 
programming of the Open Data strand and workshops at 
the annual FutureEverything Conference by placing the 
Open Data Cities and DataGM projects in an 
international context. 
EVALUATION OF DATA 
Evaluation of data was a dynamic process, integral to 
our approach, which involved: cycles of action, 
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observation and reflection, then action again. Data 
collected was mainly qualitative; our focus was on 
gathering stories rather than statistics. This included: 
• Descriptions of interventions: documentation 
of the process of developing the project, 
records and reflections from participants, using 
for example meeting minutes and a journal to 
keep track of insights, observations, anecdotes 
and questions, and reflections on the research 
process itself. 
• Participatory evaluation and review: regular 
meetups and workshops with the open data 
community created feedback and evaluation as 
an inherent dimension of the process, building 
a critical community of open data practice. 
• Photographic and video documentation. 
RESULTS 
The project achieved partial success. It succeeded in 
creating a network of actors and interests that was stable 
and had sufficient agency for DataGM to be established. 
DataGM in this sense is that network of actors and 
interests, more than it is simply a ‘datastore’ in a narrow 
sense. The overall approach, of addressing the entire 
ecosystem at once and “punctualising” the key 
communities can also be considered successful. The 
actants behave like a unified entity from the point of 
view of actants in the broader actor network – 
specifically, the executive, data managers and active 
developer communities – and effects produced can now 
be seen as resources that can be located and controlled. 
But the project did not – by some considerable distance 
– succeed in overcoming a large number of institutional 
and other resistances, principally within and between 
the local authorities. 
As an independent agency outside of local government, 
FutureEverything provided a ‘neutral intermediary’ 
(Howells, 2006) who could take on and mitigate risk. 
Events and small scale projects helped to build trust and 
to bridge between organisational and cultural silos. The 
focus on active and engaged communities helped to 
build sustainability into the system. DataGM, and the 
Open Data Manchester developer and business 
community, can be seen as tangible outcomes of the 
project. DataGM and Open Data Manchester are both 
active at the time of writing, three years after they were 
first established. 
From the outset, this project has been about creating the 
right environmental conditions for change, through the 
meta-processes of curation. Change can be evidenced by 
the introduction of Open Data policy in the Greater 
Manchester region. On the ground, a broadening 
acceptance for Open Data policy and practice is 
demonstrated by new datasets released by public bodies; 
a programme of Hackathons and Innovation Challenges 
supported by Manchester City Council, 
FutureEverything and other partners; and strategic 
emphasis on Open Data in a range of settings, for 
example the recently awarded £32 million LSTF bid by 
Transport for Greater Manchester. The level of activity 
and engagement that has been generated overall 
positions Greater Manchester as a leading centre for 
Open Data practice and policy in the UK. 
Ultimately, a major finding, and limitation, of the 
project was that Greater Manchester was not large 
enough to sustain a market for open data applications. 
This was the main limitation and failing of the network. 
However, this observation, as well as the project focus 
on communities as drivers for Open Data development 
has informed a later EU FP7 funded project – CitySDK 
– creating open interoperable digital service interfaces 
between cities and supporting an EU-wide market for 
open data applications.  
DISCUSSION: CURATING AN 
ENVIRONMENT FOR CHANGE 
A future city infrastructure cannot simply be the built-
out product of a creator’s imagination, in the way a 
building can be. It is not a linear process. Nor is a city 
growing like an organism: there is no knowable optimal 
form of target organism to be steered towards. The idea 
of the planned city as a knowable utopia is a chimera. 
Nevertheless, we continue to try to plan policy and 
infrastructure in the belief that the world will be a better 
place if we intervene to identify and solve issues that are 
widely regarded as problematic. 
DataGM presents an alternative. The Open Data 
datastore and policy framework was not solely 
'designed' or 'planned'. Instead, it emerged following the 
intervention of an actor external to local government. 
The result of the intervention was to create a ‘space’ for 
further actants to engage. “Mobilising these allies” 
required an openness on behalf of the primary actor 
(FutureEverything) to the agency of divergent voices 
and practices. More, it required adaption to the fluid 
nature of change and resistances between these 
“translated” network actants. That is to say, this action 
research trialled a way of working combining 
purposeful advocacy with participatory co-creation. It is 
this set of processes, developed during the DataGM case 
study, that we call curating an environment for change.  
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ABSTRACT 
Can social innovation be designed? This initial 
question leads us to study how design processes 
address the social field. We develop the idea of 
collective process design as practice for creating 
social containers of transformative experience. 
From an anthropological perspective, creative 
learning situations are designed, facilitated and 
their unfolding in action is studied to capture the 
inception moments of social innovation. 
The study of these situations is two-fold: (1) the 
designer's perspective and (2) the participant's 
experiential learning. Two concepts are mobilized. 
The concept of Ba or context, supports the 
designer's way of designing transformative 
containers. Within this, the concept of gap 
supports the design of the participant's experience 
of a shift which leads them to a new perspective on 
their knowledge and experience. 
The results reveal the specificities of the container 
and how the gap is experienced in a reflective 
creative process and how such an experience can 
contribute to foster empathic collective thinking 
and creation. The contribution to participatory 
innovation research consists of proposing a design 
process that is conducive to transformation.
 
INTRODUCTION 
The design of powerful social containers which enables 
personal and collective transformation has becomes a 
key element in fostering social innovation (SI). This is 
especially so in an era where disciplinary practices are 
merging to create interdisciplinary processes in different 
sectors of society. What is emerging at the crossroads of 
disciplines and in periphery is getting increasing 
attention. Practices like design, organizational 
development, change and innovation are addressing 
social issues by considering creativity and co-creation 
as business transformation levers (Prahalad & 
Ramaswarmy, 2004 in Sørensen and Leerberg, 2010). 
Opening doors to the arts and hence to design, leads to 
the development of practices that foster innovation. If in 
layman’s terms innovation often equals technology, 
social innovation has moved centre stage in the last 
decade and has become key for providing answers to 
some of the biggest and most highly complex challenges 
of our times: how to cut our carbon footprint; how to 
keep people healthy; and how to end poverty (Murray, 
Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 2010). The debate on how to 
effectively address these issues is underway; and in 
parallel, projects and practices are emerging from all 
fields. The practice level is where it becomes possible to 
grasp the pragmatics of SI (Harrison, 2011), reducing 
the scope and focusing on more local and personal 
transformation as the starting point of any collective 
transformation seems most sensible. 
Harrison (2011) defines the outcomes of SI as new 
solutions to unsolved problems and to new needs, 
aligned with a co-construction and co-production 
process. He identifies three dimensions to the concept of 
social innovation, namely the situation of an 
unsatisfying response to a need, be it with a service or a 
product; the logic of empowerment permeating the 
relations and interactions between the partners; and a 
transforming of governance of the democratic 
institutions during the diffusion of SI outcomes.   
In this paper, in order to capture the inception of SI, we 
focus on the transformational moments of an 
experience-based learning process, the moments of 
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inner uncertainty, of letting-go and letting-come 
(Depraz, Varela and Vermersch, 2000). In other words, 
we focus on the moments of blur that give way to a 
sudden clarity, when the mind is shifting its perspective 
and understanding. According to Herreros (2008), these 
breaching moments open the way to a creative process. 
This transformative potential is present both at the 
personal and the collective levels, reinforcing other life 
experiences that help humans to become Subjects. 
Following Herreros (2008) we design a learning 
container and scenario that fosters transformation by 
inserting liminal moments of blur – or turbulence – 
which lead to creative spaces.  
KEY CONCEPTS  
The first concept is the French word trouble that we 
translate using the idea of gap. Its etymology is dual: (1) 
disorder, blur, thrill, disconcert, disrupt, dim, cloud, 
baffle (2) capture, catch, encompass, contain, catalyse; 
hence the ability to bring in newness, alternative views. 
For purposes of this paper, we retain this second 
definition (Herreros, 2008).  
The learning container is designed to foster such 
moments of gap that the participants will potentially 
experience. The second concept guiding the design of 
the learning container is the eastern concept of Ba or 
place, context, condition or container (Nishida in 
Nonaka, Toyama and Scharmer, 2001). The specific 
quality of a Ba is to be generative, in other words, 
nourishing and a source of creativity. Both concepts 
provide flexible attractors to design and to study the 
design process and its unfolding in action.  
METHOD 
With Herreros’ (2008) and Nishida’s perspectives on 
transformative containers, including their design and 
facilitation, our view on the inquiry of experience to 
collect and analyse data is inspired by the spirit of 
mindful inquiry (Bentz and Shapiro, 1998). Bentz and 
Shapiro draw on Kabat-Zinn (1994) to define mindful 
inquiry as: 
… not just a way to solve problems. It is a way to make 
sure you are staying in touch with the basic mystery of life 
itself and our presence here…  […] It means asking 
without expecting answers, just pondering the questions, 
carrying the wondering with you, letting it percolate, 
bubble, cook, ripen, come in and out of awareness […] It 
really involves just listening to the thinking that your 
questioning evokes… (1998, p. 38-39).  
The data collected in this research were from 1st, 2nd and 
3rd person accounts. The 1st person data comes from the 
author’s own experience during the workshop. 2nd 
person data refers to participants’ feedback on the 
contemplative and creative process, as well as on their 
own inner experience. The 3rd person data were 
collected by the author from direct observation of the 
group’s process. The following techniques were used to 
collect data 1) group interviews, 2) direct observation, 
3) reflective group conversations during the artwork 
selection and 4) dialogue among facilitators. Apart from 
the artworks, all data were hand-written in a 22 page 
notebooks during a 3-day workshop and the analysis of 
content focused on two aspects: the actual process and 
eventual emerging themes. The case presented hereafter 
was written to provide an easy access to account of the 
experience, to the actual process and to the outcomes. 
THE CASE 
The workshop offered a learning experience based on 
performative relational arts (Baas and Jacob, 2004), 
Shambhala buddhist shamatha practice of meditation, 
contemplation, miksang photography (miksang is a 
Tibetan word which means ‘good eye’) and 
collaborative creative practices including drawing. 
During the 3 full days of the workshop, 6 participants 
were introduced to contemplative photography through 
various meditation sessions including yoga, artistic 
creative activities, talks and reflective conversations. An 
advanced Shambhala Buddhist and relational artist 
facilitated the process with the author. 
The participants were all related to the artistic and 
creative community. They had no previous experience 
with Miksang. The workshop was held in the facilitating 
artist’s studio. The facilitators also used the studio 
metaphor to address the inner and the outer experience - 
the mind and the relationality - and to convey the image 
of the inner as well as the outer artworks. Daily talks 
addressed the fundamentals of meditation and mental 
exercises were done to explore the mind and its 
capabilities. The main topics addressed were awareness, 
presence, silence, spaciousness, mindfulness, letting go 
and letting come, basic goodness and emptiness. The 
facilitators proposed guided creative exercises to put 
theory in practice, merging meditation and artistic 
creation process. These hands-on and ‘mind-on’ 
creative exercises focused on image, texture, simplicity, 
visual attention, light, space, colour and boredom. Each 
day, the participants took pictures while they were 
engaged in a contemplative practice. Afterwards, the 
images were shared and appreciated by the group who 
discovered the visual results of their practice of paying 
mindful attention to whatever was occurring in the 
moment. During the workshop, the participants were 
invited to practice and transfer their direct experience 
into a creative form, starting with different types of 
drawings, to initiate the creative process. Photography 
took the largest part of the 3 days, and the last day, 
creative writing was added and mixed with the previous 
two media to create the draft of a collective visual 
poem.  
BA: INSTALLING SPACE 
The physical and relational space were prepared and 
held by the artist and the author to offer a peaceful 
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environment, silent, with meditation cushions, in the 
artist’s studio. Participants were warmly welcomed with 
tea, in a peaceful atmosphere. Meals were prepared 
collectively and held in the artist’s house. Each day they 
participated in several short guided meditations. One of 
the initial themes addressed was the interconnectedness 
between the activities and the interdependency between 
people. From the first day, the participants were invited 
to be mindful about the links and junction between the 
activities instead of their separation. Exercises with a 
similar purpose, specific to the relational Ba, were done 
in dyads; the participants shared childhood memories to 
experience the constructed nature of distance between 
people. Over the 3 days, the participants noticed that the 
way they related to the studio had changed. On the last 
day, it had become a homely, warm shelter to return to 
after several outdoors photography shooting walks taken 
in a city during a grey winter period. Each time they 
came back in, they would find warm tea, snacks and 
silent meditative moments that would last until each 
participant had come back and reconnected with the rest 
of the group. They were delighted by their group 
experience and appreciative of the opportunity they had 
to learn from each other and creatively work together.  
 
Figure 1 - The studio 
The attention given to the workshop container was also 
noticed in its detailed aspects: slow pace of the 
activities, soft voice tone, moments of silence, warmth 
of the rapports, continuity and coherence of the 
container, from the cushion to walking meditation.
GAP: DIVING INTO THE NOW 
The encounter with the experience of gap happened 
through guided meditation. The participants were 
invited to place their mind on the breath and follow its 
movement and soon, they could start to consider their 
thoughts coming and going like the breath. They also 
noticed the silence and the space at the end of the 
outbreath, which is the space of the gap, from where 
intuitions and emotions can spring.  
At first, during photography exercises, participants 
noticed that they had difficulty seeing objects out of 
their context, as the composition of several photographs 
showed. They soon started to find they could zoom in to 
an object and explore it as a universe in itself. As 
mentioned previously, the workshop was held during 
cloudy days of winter, when most of the colour 
spectrum tends to grey tones. Despite this, participants 
discovered a universe of colours hidden in the grey 
shades of the city. 
On the second day, the artist addressed the topic of 
letting go of the solidity of expectations in order to 
letting come curiosity and joy. In photography, this 
inner gesture equals a certain quality of rapport to the 
camera, when it is used as “an instrument of intuition 
and spontaneity” (Cartier-Bresson in Batchelor, p. 142).  
The same day, the image compositions shot by the 
participants increasingly focused down on micro 
worlds, where details became a universe as such. Figure 
2 shows a square hole in a sidewalk, filled with melting 
snow imprinted by multiple footsteps).  
 
Figure 2 – Example of a Miksang micro-world 
Experienced at the end of the outbreath, the location of 
the gap was also identified in the free spaces left in 
mind and life. These empty spaces allow for emergence, 
or letting come, when one perceives the freshness of the 
instant. This ability to bring in an alternative view 
corresponds to the Buddhist authentic perception, or 
“looking at things as they are, directly, properly, 
clearly” (Trungpa, p. 71). The favourable inner gestures 
to dive into that gap were identified as follows: slow 
down the pace of mind, reconnect the mind and the 
body, place the mind on the breath, look, be mindful 
and avoid excitement. Participants note that they face 
the difficulty of staying present during a creative 
exercise involving creative writing. Letting the words 
come naturally proves to be conflicting with habits of 
leading, guiding and judging one’s own ideas. At that 
point, the importance of developing a regular meditation 
practice reveals itself to be the basis of the ability of the 
mind to stay open, in emergence. 
On the last day, when participants reflect on their 
photographic journey, they notice that their gaze has 
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shifted. From quite standard compositions created on 
the first day, visually their artworks became imbued 
with a sense of peace and simplicity as time goes by. 
The participants started to see the non-linear circulation 
of feelings, ideas, and themes among the hundreds of 
pictures taken during the workshop. The 1st day’s 
images appear more panoramic, descriptive, anecdotic, 
and if the 2nd day was frustrating for some, the 3rd day 
reveals the birth of the collective being through the 
visual traces. Participants notice that gentleness can be 
felt in their inner gesture, hence in their artwork. The 
facilitating artist suggests that to stay in the space of 
gap, learning about the dharma and co-presence are 
important, as they form the basis of the discipline, along 
with joy. In the same way, a combination of basic 
goodness and precision are instrumental to take care of 
the inner atelier. The group notices that in the end, no 
one knows for sure anymore who is the author of what 
shot and they learn to appreciate it. In a subtle way, the 
creative process has gently become collective, each time 
the participants had gathered to select the pictures they 
wished to keep in the final artwork. The facilitating 
artist suggests that cultivating the gap is like cultivating 
one’s inner garden, or as he says, to reconnect with our 
inner ground zero and cultivate our inner garden. This 
process is an artwork in essence, whatever the 
aesthetics, the visibility or the materiality.  
During feedback at the end of the workshop, the group 
mentioned that the exercises were precious. They felt 
the authenticity of the creative process and appreciated 
the constant sharing among participants and warmth 
they felt. Precise without being didactic, the group work 
was considered important and nourishing. Its on-going 
creative focus and pace was appreciated, even if a 
participant mentioned that she had wanted to go faster, 
only to understand later in the process that inner and 
outer work cannot be forced or pressured, or –we 
suspect–  submitted to any productivity measure. In the 
end, not taking pictures was felt as nourishing as taking 
pictures was. Questions about the source of the creative 
gesture arose as participants were trying to figure out 
whether they were motivated by expectations or by an 
inner quest. 
RESULTS 
The case has shown how aligned meditation, 
contemplation and creativity can provide the substance 
to support a personal and collective experiential artistic 
discovery. Through the felt senses, it is possible to learn 
how to develop an alternative gaze and slightly shift the 
standpoint. According to Buddhist teachings, this 
shifting gaze would depend on inner animation, the 
source of all the choices a person makes. Engaging in a 
creative process with that quality of presence opened 
avenues for the group to reflect on reality vs 
appearances; attachment vs letting go; mind overload vs 
spaciousness; excitement vs gentleness. All these 
themes are central to Buddhism and are considered 
instrumental in training the mind. Tapping into these 
inner spaces has led the participants to develop a 
different relationality and a sense of community over 
the course of 3 days. Their artworks have turned into a 
collective process and outcome, as their experience did. 
Miksang photography was the overall theme of this 
artistic process gathering. Mixed with the fundamentals 
of meditation, they were both constitutive of the 
development of an alternative gaze, which led to direct 
perception, noticing newness. In other words, the mind 
and the body start detecting intuitive thoughts and 
feelings. Varela identifies this as becoming aware 
(Depraz, Varela and Vermersch, 2000).  
Deconstructing the 3 days process allows us to see that 
dealing with the inner as well as the outer spaces or 
conditions of becoming aware need to be sustained by 
some favourable context – or Ba – to foster innovation. 
The social dimension of innovation is revealed by the 
short period of 3 days, during which an initial learning 
became the basis of a collective artwork, even if the 
participants had no prior experience of the topics 
addressed or had not done any creative work together in 
the past. We have seen that proper conditions that invite 
creativity, relationality and awareness can be designed 
to become a generative learning container. As well, 
processes leading to experiencing a gap in habitual 
thinking can be designed and sustained to enable 
someone to look at the world from an innovative 
perspective.  
DISCUSSION  
This short inquiry into the very first moments of the 
process leading to an innovative gaze. The case 
presented a Buddhist approach to art – namely Dharma 
Art – which invites to look at life as a work of art, and 
to nourish every moment of it by being present to one’s 
own mind and relationality. Miksang photography is one 
of the various creative practices of Shambhala Art, that 
the artist adapted for the 3 days workshop. The results 
show that a change in perspective can be achieved in 
this short time, although the actual duration of the 
workshop is a limitation in the sense that participants 
get a first experience, and come out of the workshop 
with an artwork still in the making but a lot is left to 
learn. A last assignment planned at the end of the 
workshop invited the participants to select the images 
they preferred from all pictures taken during the 3 days 
and proceed to gathering 6 weeks after the workshop. 
This last step has not been completed yet. Therefore no 
follow-up has been done for the time being and further 
inquiry is necessary to deepen our understanding of the 
inception process. This short study is also limited with 
regards to the depth of the view on the gap processes. 
We consider that each participant’s unique experience 
has not really been captured by the method in place and 
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that individual interviews could have helped solve this 
issue. 
We did this inquiry knowing that the overall initiative 
draws on a certain perspective on art and on life, and 
that it has its own limitations. Baas referred to as an art-
life paradigm, where “[a]rt is a way of seeing the world 
(A. Danto, quoted by Baas, in Baas and Jacob, 2004, p. 
22). We are adding to this view that it is with fresh eyes 
that the Miksang artist looks the world, as if each time 
was their first time. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper is devoted to the study of possibilities 
of using theater space in order to emphasize urgent 
problems of our time. New media technologies, 
social technologies of public involvement in 
theatrical space and redesign of this space for the 
purpose of bringing it closer to the viewer become 
the instruments of interaction between a theater 
director and the public today. Using social 
technologies expands the audience of theater 
projects. Creating new theater space design allows 
the influence of the business project, called 
“modern theater”, to reach a broader section of 
society. The purpose of study, therefore, is to 
analyze and define the means of contemporary 
theater, which can be attributed to the category of 
intellectual technologies. Also, it is important to 
estimate how their use increases the level of 
business success. 
INTRODUCTION 
“The whole world is a theatre, and the people in it are 
actors,” says famous Shakespeare’s phrase. For every 
person contact with the theater world is a process of 
mental enrichment. But not only this. Considering the 
theater as a business project, we can define the main 
characteristics of the relationship as between the 
consumer and the product creator. The main measure of 
a successful business will be not only financial profit, 
but also the implementation of the social program, 
where the creator of the product would be able to act as 
a socially responsible citizen, not just a talented 
interpreter of art works created by other people 
(Duckworth, Moore, 2010). Management technologies 
in conjunction with media technologies can expand the 
range of visitors to theater projects. Some directors and 
stage designers use theatrical space as a way to interact 
with the audience. The more a theatrical product is 
multi-layered and socially oriented, the more vivid the 
interaction with the audience and active public reaction 
to the theater. 
Theater art, like any other business, has a problem with 
the relationship between the creators of the art 
(manufacturers) and the users (spectators). The creator 
(director, set designer) and his audience have different 
opinions on what is the best product (von Hippel, 2005: 
8). Von Hippel, when talking about the relationship 
between the product creator and the user notices that 
often the need for any particular product in the society is 
high, but that what is produced does not satisfy its 
demands (von Hippel, 2005: 22). In art this relationship 
is much more difficult than in a commercial business, 
which produces physical goods. In order to gain public 
approval, the subject of art must respond to social 
needs, not merely follow traditions (which is called 
‘regulatory culture’ today). It is not enough to only have 
knowledge on the technological execution of an artistic 
product. The artist must learn about those areas of social 
life and science, which are not connected directly to art. 
The twentieth century strengthened the role of the art in 
society and its ability to focus on urgent problems. 
However, in this way it can meet with popular 
resistance to innovations. It might be more active and 
aggressive, than in subject business. As a rule, it 
concerns those societies, where traditions of innovation 
are still not common, for example, in Russia, especially 
among older age categories. 
The most of the progressive directors with the world 
names are trying to find their own way to the viewer, 
combining traditions and innovations. They try to enrich 
the context of their works using a variety of different 
means to attract viewers’ interest. Arising social themes 
in their projects, they build certain “bridges” between 
scenarios that are sometimes complex and unattractive 
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for the ordinary visitor and relevant contemporary 
problems. 
THEORETICAL BASIS  
Art as a social program is a mirror of society, with all its 
problems and utopias. It is used as a tool to study the 
psychological climate for people of different social 
groups (Young, 2001; Cleveland, 2000). Social picture 
has been analyzed by experts in different fields, “but 
only artists - and among academic scholars, art based 
researches - can achieve that feat through the creation of 
powerful aesthetic forms” (Barone, Eisner, 2012: 20). 
Different types of art are united in the theater. 
Historically, understanding of theatrical space has 
changed. Rehm Rush has identified six types of ancient 
Greek theater space: “theatrical space, scenic space, 
extrascenic space, distanced space, self-referential space 
and reflexive space” (Rush, 2009: 20). The 
communication of the theater with the outside is 
expressed by the author in the terms “inside out” and 
“outside in”. Lloyd Llewellyn-Jones added to the list 
physical space (which is a definition of the stage space) 
and gestural space (Llewellyn-Jones, 2002). Marvin 
Carlson identified urban environment as a theatrical 
space, and brought confirmation of this thesis from the 
Middle Ages, when liturgical performances were 
analogous to modern urban opera productions (Carlson, 
1989). The author noted the importance of physical, 
psychological, political and mystical space of the theater 
in the medieval city. Robert Weimann, talking about 
Shakespeare’s theater, had marked different categories 
of his tragedies’ space - unknown space, infinite space, 
stage space, (space for representation) dramatic space 
(space, symbolized in the text), (Weimann, 2000). Sarah 
Bryant-Bertail noted features of the epic theater by 
Bertolt Brecht, where space represents compressed time, 
and a “fourth wall”, which separates the viewer from the 
stage is destroyed, creating “dynamic spatiality in 
process” (Bryant-Bertail, 2000: 19). 
The process of transmitting stories, described by theater 
writers, is being actively used as a creative experiment, 
which goes outside the theater building. Actually, it is 
not the story itself that is in the foreground, but the 
responsibility of the theater collective in relation to  
society, where performance stages, no matter what 
historical period a scenario refers to, or what kind of 
social drama it is. In this sense, an important role is 
played by the Proxemics idea, stated by Edward T. Hall 
which prompted researchers to study the problem of 
interaction between intimate, personal, social, and 
public distances. In this case the author’s statement, that 
“the artist is not only a commentator on the larger 
values of the culture but on the microcultural events that 
go to make up the larger values” (Hall, 1969: 79) is very 
important. 
RESEARCH STRATEGIES 
The idea of using art’s cognitive potential to study 
social problems is considered in a lot of research 
(McNiff, 1988, Liamputtong, Rumbold, 2008; Leavy, 
2009; Barone, Eisner, 2012). Art-based and 
presentational (collaborative) methods are widely used 
in education, medicine, ethical relationships and social 
exchange. In this paper we also use Proxemics 
technology by Edward T. Hall, which researches 
relations between personal space and territory in art. In 
addition, it is interesting to apply the ba concept by 
Ikujiro Nonaka and Noboru Konno (Nonaka, Konno, 
1998) to determine the cognitive potential of 
contemporary performances. As an example for the 
study some theater productions, performed in different 
countries at different stages are presented. 
MEDIA TECHNOLOGIES AS A THEATER 
MEDIUM 
New technologies play a big role in the theater 
performances, and not only for documenting the final 
product and its subsequent advertising. They are directly 
involved in the “body” of the performance, amplifying 
the audience’s sensory reactions (Worthen, 2010). For 
example, opera, the most complex theatre art, 
traditionally combined voice, orchestra (sound), 
theatrical play and decor (vision), and plastic arts 
(kinesthetic).  
The relationship between the three types of sensory 
perceptions has been scientifically researched and is 
called synesthesia. This phenomenon has been studied 
by the medical community, and it is considered to be a 
kind of anomaly, which affects only half of one percent 
of the world’s population (Asher, Aitken, Farooqi, 
Kurmani, Baron-Cohen, 2006). In it facts of two or 
three kinds of art combination are symbolically 
represented in one joint work. The complexity of the 
artistic comparison of information flows, existing in the 
visual, audio and plastic images, consists of the 
necessity of professional analysis of each of these flows, 
and, most importantly, in the reasonable determination 
of the points of synthetic fusion within those threads. As 
a rule, if a specialist is engaged in the visual arts, he 
does not aspire to excel at musical accompaniment, or 
plastic genres. A common field, where all the sensual 
flows unite in a convincing synthesis, is new media 
technology. 
Using media as an element of art, the artist eliminates 
the question of the complexity of synthesis 
understanding, because the final product, submitted by 
him, focuses more on intuition and the unconscious, 
than appeals to exact information. In this case the 
question of understanding problems clearly goes to the 
level of associative thinking. As a result, a complex 
genre, such as theater, in the process of complication by 
different information flows, results in different 
understanding by each person, according to his 
individual sensory physiology and ability to read 
information flows. 
The introduction of new technologies to theater is not a 
recent invention. The first theater, where a combination 
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of plastic (dancing and ballet) and film genres became 
the main conception, was founded in Prague in the 
Czech Republic in 1958. It still exists and is called 
Laterna Magica. It presents the ideas of stage-designer 
Josef Svoboda about theatrical space that unites dance, 
light, pantomime, Shadow Theater, circus, dolls and 
other tools. In combination with sound and visual arts, 
projected from the operator’s cabin, as in a cinema, 
plastic action, not loaded by actor’s speech, adds 
specific meaning. This meaning exists on the border 
between abstraction and tactile associations, enhanced 
by music and video images. 
 
Figure 1: Casanova 4, directed by Juraj Jakubisko, the choreography 
by Jean-Pierre Aviotte, Laterna Magica, scenography by Josef 
Svoboda. Prague, Czech, 2012. 
This is a new method of impact to the viewer, where 
kinesis is combined not only with music (which is in a 
traditional frame), but also with new technologies, 
enhancing the audio-visual effect. One cannot say that 
this theater exceeds all Czech theaters in popularity. On 
the contrary, it is little known, and its audience is quite 
small. A disadvantage of this venture is probably its 
complicated non-verbal context, which is difficult for 
the public to interpret. 
According to the concept of Proxemics, “one of the 
principal functions of the artist is to help the layman 
order his cultural universe” (Hall, 1969, 81). Here tacit 
knowledge is presented in its pure form, as an abstract 
picture. The absence of precise translation of visual 
images into verbal creates in the viewer’s society an 
inability for debates. In this case, the social space 
(scenic) does not join with the personal space for each 
viewer, creating extra tension space between them.  
The low popularity of pantomime, as a genre, can be 
explained precisely by this reason: the gesture, as a 
language of expressing thoughts, achieves the best result 
in the primitive comic culture, because the language of 
humor does not require a multilayered reading and 
rarely leads to a deadlock. Gestures, despite their 
apparent simplicity and universal clarity, require 
preparation and subtle feeling. According to Elliot 
Eisner, “the sensory systems that were stimulated 
through the arts were misleading; they lead one away 
rather than toward that form of critical rationality upon 
which truth depends” (Eisner, 2008: 4). Therefore, for 
the majority of audiences it is always more open to 
clownery, rather than serious pantomime. Despite this, 
the large number of Laterna Magica tours around the 
world rapidly expanded the idea of including media 
technologies in the theatrical context. 
In their new performances a director and a set designer 
try to uncover new technological possibilities to enrich a 
verbal idea. For example, video mapping technology is 
used to create an illusion of three-dimensional virtual 
space, where you can easily create and change one 
entourage to another without difficult and expensive 
decorations. This technology has been used in the new 
stage of the Mayakovsky Theater in Moscow. 
 
Figure 2: August. Osage County, directed by Mindaugas Karbauskis, 
scenography by Gints Gabrans. Moscow. Mayakovsky Theater, 2012.  
This is a play by Tracy Letts, “August. Osage County”, 
for which a three-dimensional installation with many 
modular elements was created by a group of Lithuanian 
artists (Gints Gabrāns, Inet Sipunova and Indulis 
Gailāns). In contrast to traditional theatrical interiors 
here actors had to take their place in pre-designed light 
projections, like in a movie. This was important so that 
they would not be lost in the light fluxes and so that 
they were visible for spectators. 
This technological process extends the traditional view 
of theater design. The work on the border between the 
theatre and cinema creates a precedent for a new genre 
phenomenon. It needs a specific actors’ method to play 
roles in an artificial environment. If traditional 
decorations allow the theatrical space to be felt as a 
familiar environment, video mapping, which instantly 
changes one space to another, creates clear associations 
with the clip consciousness of a contemporary person. 
Media content of the internet contributes to it, forcing 
users to jump quickly from one topic to another, to 
watch many illustrations, to respond to a set of parallel 
information, and make something themselves in this 
space. This kind of media «training» creates a new 
audience, ready to perceive such experiments in 
theatrical space. 
Here, the knowledge is extracted from the group of 
sensory sensations. They are looking like a visual 
picture, reminiscent of bright element of today’s media 
environment, close and clear to most viewers. In the 
context of Proxemics, personal space is here combined 
with the stage space. The scene is perceived as a 
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computer screen, which is run by an invisible user, and 
it is interesting to follow it. 
Electronic projections, composed from modules, are 
used in many theater stagings. In some computer 
programs, you can combine different electronic work 
pieces: two-dimensional and three-dimensional images, 
video fragments and drawings, which are created 
directly during the action. The artist can produce a 
variety of modifications with them. He can change size, 
color and shape, transforming two-dimensional to three-
dimensional forms, multiply, make small video 
projections as a final form, run them during a 
performance and be ready to work with new ones. Such 
experiments were realized in the Modul 8 program by a 
group of Swedish artists, headed by Jim Berggren 
(Gothenburg). 
Figure 3: Uppvind opera by music of Niklas Ruden, scenography by 
Jim Berggren, 2006.  
In the opera project ‘Uppvind’ projections were 
composed from images of real objects, graphics and 
virtual works of the artist and were added by reflections 
of actor’s movements on the stage, projected directly by 
webcam. 
The webcam, a contemporary tool for the interactive 
presentation of reality, allows feedback effects during a 
performance. Elements of the actors’ performance with 
the help of fragments of movements are projected on the 
stage backdrop, creating an additional level of 
information transmission. Moreover, the text can be 
minimal, the range of actors’ movements restrained, but 
strengthening of this modest informational flow with the 
help of new technologies will complicate the impact on 
the spectator and will force him to respond to many 
parallel impulses. The verbal flow is not the most rich 
informational line here. The biggest impact in these 
projects is on the physiology of perception, which 
defines intuition and the unconscious as the main 
instruments of the relationship between the artist and 
viewer. 
The show is staged in Swedish, but the content can be 
read from the artist’s work. He has built models of 
skyscrapers, among which a tiny wooden house has 
been lost. In the same way a little man might lose 
himself in a big city with its aggressive environment. 
The author of the opera speaks about the most important 
problems of the industrial environment as opposed to 
the lonely lost soul image. When lost souls meet, they 
find a lot of similarities while discussing their problems. 
In the scenic space problem areas are illustrated 
dramatically: poverty and social exclusion in a 
background of general industrial prosperity. 
With the help of the webcam the dramatic space of 
performance is duplicated, turning into a mystical 
background for imaginative reflection. Variability of 
different understandings in this case does not create 
insurmountable obstacles in reading the story, because 
visual line is meditative and parallel to melodic lines of 
the opera. As Elliot Eisner wrote, "each variety of 
knowing bears its own fruits and has its own uses" 
(Eisner, 2008: 5). According to art-based technologies, 
social relationships, which are drawing up in this 
project, are focused on the sphere of personal 
understandings of spectators, their sensual and human 
experience. 
In some theater productions online drawing was used. It 
adds an elusive storytelling sense for spectators with the 
help of visual images or texts. Such an experiment was 
carried out in an international project, with young 
directors, actors and designers from Finland, Estonia 
and Russia. Fragments of performances in the native 
languages were collected for the common action. The 
goal of the designers was to create a visual line, which 
could reveal the performance idea for an audience, 
supported through the meaning of words and sounded 
from the stage.  
Figure 4: Project “Talking Tree”, Tampere, Finland, 2008.  
As long as creative processes involve an element of 
spontaneity, every kind of art here (text, acting, musical 
background, online drawing) tends to be expressed in a 
general context. From the point of view of art-based 
technologies, each actor or artist’s conduct should be 
the maximum possible so that the general idea is 
expressed as sharply as possible. This is - the ecology, 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK II: Design Anthropology and Social Innovation208 articipatory Innovati n Conference 2013, L hti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
the space of human’s life, people's trust in each other, 
the psychology of relationships. 
During discussions at rehearsals important points of 
story development were determined. They were where 
concentration of the most important meanings of the 
play had occurred (the birth of the first tree in the world, 
the relationship between people having no 
communication experience, access to the personal 
space, including conflicts, sharpening of the subtle 
emotional conditions). According to Shaun McNiff, 
"one of the most valuable features of art-based research 
might be its potential for offering very different ways of 
approaching the most serious problems that we face in 
the world today" (McNiff, 2007: 37). Thus the 
performance space in this case is the place of 
experiment. According to the Proxemics concept, stage 
space (social) with the personal opinions of actors has 
been trustfully directed to the audience. The distance of 
these spaces is reduced, since the enthusiasm of 
everyone - participants and spectators - is great in the 
effort to understand each other. 
OPERA SPACE AS EXPERIMENTAL 
PLATFORM 
Contemporary opera also uses a lot of interesting 
technologies. Opera, one of the most difficult scenic 
genres, for a long time has been limited to a small 
number of well-known composers’ names and their 
works. Because of many long-established factors, which 
we will not discuss, new names are rarely added to this 
list. But it is this situation that lets us talk about the 
necessity of constant innovation, enriching 
performances, which brings opera to new people, who 
never paid attention to it before. The fact, that opera 
events are artificially invented, or took place in distant 
historical periods that are almost forgotten, or seem 
quite irrelevant and uninteresting, led contemporary 
opera directors to transform these events with an eye to 
the present. 
Fulfilling this task, directors rely on ideas about 
possible enriching of scenarios by complication of the 
performance design, which in traditional theater 
includes the stage inside a building, decor and costumes. 
Today, the most radical performance events have moved 
to reality - to modern city streets, to unusual interiors. 
Designers can dress actors in the costumes of 
policemen, rockers, or other bright contemporaries, 
decor can be simplified sometimes to its absence. In 
other cases directors create more subtle associative 
relationships of stories known from libretto to social 
problems important to our time, which give 
performances the effects of involvement and social 
significance. 
The director and the set designer work together to create 
conditions for possible interaction - the audience’s 
involvement in the play’s context. This could be done 
with the help of the space design, where the traditional 
distance between the audience and actor could 
disappear. For example, the new Mariinsky Theatre in 
St. Petersburg was built so that the stage is in the center, 
surrounded by seats, some seats are located directly on 
the stage. Actors are free to move in the space, coming 
close to the audience, offering them a glass of wine, or 
addressing them with gestures during performances. 
This kind of «outburst» reminds the “outside in” idea, 
described by Rush (2009), which was typical for the 
antique Greek theater. Today it looks quite noticeable in 
the context of the well-known Russian conservatism in 
opera genre. Traditional values of Russian society, the 
desire to be proud of previous national merits, switches 
to real problems of unwillingness to develop, of 
changing old values to new, more progressive ones. 
Therefore, even such small changes in the theater, such 
as actors coming close to spectators in the scenic space 
have had a cold welcome from some. The merge of the 
scenic space with the viewer’s is called to serve an idea 
of bearing the new specific language rapport. However, 
according to Hall, “the removal of boundary markers 
and trespass upon the property of another man are 
punishable acts” (Hall, 1969: 10). At the same time, 
trespass, included in the gaming space, cannot be 
perceived badly, because the spectator is invited to get 
in touch with the actor, “fitting" his colleague’s role. In 
this case, the personal and social distances are founded 
in approximately the same relations as it was in 
childhood, when everyone was an "actor" at the 
playground. The hall space loses its sacredness, 
becoming for a moment "my own". 
Western experience extends the limits of the audience's 
involvement to theater work, up to participation of 
dilettantes in the play. Such performances are quite 
typical for European directors, whose experience of 
opera democratization is one of the most famous in the 
world. 
ENGLISH EXPERIENCE 
One of the biggest contemporary opera directors is 
Englishman Graham Vick. He works in different 
countries, including Russia. His works in Russia fit 
quite well into the context of being the most 
«revolutionary» ones for Russian spectators, but they 
are already traditional from a European audience’s point 
of view. Working in the West, he prefers to use modern 
marketing strategies in opera, which let the audience 
perceive opera in a new way. In his opinion, red carpets 
and crystal chandeliers are things of the past, and 
spectators understand better those performances that 
allow them to feel themselves involved in events 
described in the scenario. For this he created an 
experimental platform together with the conductor 
Simon Halsey in 1987 in Birmingham. On the website 
of the opera company “Birmingham Opera Company” is 
continued by the phrase: “not what you expect from 
opera” (http://www.birminghamopera.org.uk/). Today, 
four main slogans of this company are: “Born of a 
passion that opera can speak directly”, “Bringing local 
people into the life and work of the company”, “Opera 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK II: Design Anthropology and Social Innovation 209  Participatory Innovation Confere ce 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
for a 21st century city and all its many peoples”, “World 
class professional production in unusual spaces”. 
According to Graham Vick, there are two reasons why 
people don’t usually go to opera: either they feel 
cheerless in the opera building, or they perceive 
discomfort next to people who visit opera often. 
Bringing opera out from traditional theater to the new 
spaces, Vick embraces the audiences, who don’t stand 
just as a spectator, but also participate in the interactive 
performances, becoming a part of the show, invented by 
director. The director introduces adventurous opera 
versions to youth clubs, in nursing homes, in banks and 
in town squares. In these performances the meaningful 
context makes vivid social sense. Sophisticated 
expressionistic Austrian composer Alban Berg's opera 
“Wozzeck” (one of the best 20th century operas) was 
transferred to the tumbledown warehouse on the edge of 
the Ladywood estate, Beethoven's opera “Fidelio” – to 
the top of the Aston Park’s slope, Leonard Bernstein's 
opera “Candide” – to the old car factory district of 
Birmingham. In 2004, a series of projects, dedicated to 
Monteverdi's opera “Ulysses’ Return to Homeland” (Il 
ritorno d'Ulisse in patria) was held in parks and squares 
of the city.  
Refusal from the habitual space became first step to 
modeling of environment "inside out" (Rush, 2009), 
perceived from the ancient Greek theater traditions 
(celebratory processions, ritual actions performed 
outside the temple, in contrast to the Christian churches, 
having the altar for the greatest sacredness and intimacy 
of religious acts). Greek actions attracted large numbers 
of people, and in this "welter", each participant 
performed well defined steps for him. That is how it 
happens in Wick’s models, where he acts as a magic 
leader, who is the only one who knows, why, how and 
what should be done. And only after some period of 
rehearsals, do little fragments and episodes begin to 
come together in the common action. The sense of a 
huge number outside people involved is needed so that 
the action is not more professional. For that would be 
enough to invite specialists. Here, the knowledge of the 
layman, who had always observed the art from aside 
before, unusually reveals: he becomes an artist! He 
starts to be permeated by strings of creativity. In 
accordance with the ba concept, tacit knowledge, 
expressing with insight, hunch and intuition acquires a 
new knowledge through the faith in new values and 
methods, which people learn (Nonaka, Konno, 1998). 
Socialization takes place in the environment, where 
everyone is trying to reach his potential and to 
transform tacit knowledge to the explicit. Theу need to 
express knowledge in words, and blogs on the 
Birmingham Opera site are invaluable to help this. In 
them everyone makes a contribution to the common 
matter of studying opera and understanding his own 
place in it. This is the externalization stage, which it 
follows by the next process of the even more 
recognition, gaining experience, performing with 
professionals in the opera performances. Knowledge 
received in the working process with the opera 
collective is recorded by different information mediums, 
and there is the next step - combination, where different 
data are collected together and serve for more 
complicated understanding of the events, taking place in 
the opera, and in their own lives. The valuation of this 
knowledge is the next stage of learning, calls 
internalization. Everyone defines what is important and 
meaningful to him and what will be that experience, 
which fills his life with the new meanings and new 
knowledge. 
 
Figure 5: Ronald Samm as Othello & Keel Watson as Iago in Verdi’s 
Othello, directed by Graham Vick, 2009, UK. 
One of the most remarkable performances by Graham 
Vick – “Othello” set to Verdi’s music, was staged in a 
huge empty factory space in 2009. The main role was 
played by black tenor, Ronald Samm. In Europe this 
role is usually performed by white soloists with 
makeup. For the choir a group of people who had never 
sung was assembled. Performing a single note, they 
were surrounded by the audience, which filled the space 
with their shoes, taken off, like in mosque. Dressed as 
suicide bombers, the members of the choir caused 
anxiety, Othello’s prayer in Arabic instead of Italian, 
strengthened this feeling (the rest of the part he sang in 
English, which is also not a tradition of the opera genre, 
where singers should use original languages). Graham 
Vick assures us that in this way he is able to put fresh 
ideas for solving relevant demographic problems (in 
recent times the number of Arab citizens in Birmingham 
has increased significantly). 
Thus, the first place is stages by the idea of different 
races and the relationship between religions, while in 
Shakespeare’s drama the main ideas were love, hate, 
jealousy and insidiousness. The fear for Desdemona, 
innocently dying (sympathy, empathy) is replaced by 
the fear of people, accidentally falling into the terrorist’s 
trap (personal space captured by the aggressor). The 
setting has a lot of scary tokens: some actors are dressed 
in terrorist’s costumes, someone holds a bomb, 
somewhere a lantern shines. All these signs are reading 
by all senses: sight, hearing, tactile receptors. And even 
realizing the artificiality of situation, the person reads 
these meanings and tenses (Hall, 1969). The fear 
condition sharpens all senses at the same time. The 
opera is going on and the conflict between Casio and 
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Rodrigo "warmed up" by beer, which the heroes drink 
from modern bottles. In the opera, the heroes’ behavior 
traces from the deeds of ordinary people, living today, 
and is not associated with life in Cyprus in the 15th 
century. In the story, described by Giraldi Cintio (“The 
Moor of Venice”, version, used by Shakespeare) 
presents only a description of relationships. But in 
Shakespeare's drama Vick had found some accents, 
which he used for creating bright design. From the 
conversation of Iago and Desdemona taking place in a 
brewery, the imitation of the fight between Casio and 
Rodrigo spreads across the hall like an epidemic of 
violence. In the beginning of the second act 
Shakespeare began the scene in the sea harbor in Cyprus 
at the open area near the embankment. Graham Vick 
used this place for the opera "Aida." 
 “Aida” was presented at the famous opera festival in 
the Austrian town of Bregenz, which attracts the best 
world's performances each year. It uses a floating stage, 
located in the Bodensee water. The action took place 
right in the water of the lake. The stage descended into 
the water, and actors had to walk up to their ankles in it. 
Boats were also used. A huge Statue of Liberty’s 
“debris” was on the stage, which indirectly symbolized 
the idea of freeing slaves (Aida, the daughter of the 
Ethiopian king, got into bondage to Egyptians). 
The mixing of times and styles allowed the director to 
put Egyptian priests into Christian mitres. The huge feet 
of the statue, decorated by golden stars, were associated 
with giant ancient Egyptian buildings. The main hero, 
the commander Amneris, appears at the end, leading 
two prisoners by leashes with hoods on their heads, 
which was associated with the prisoners of Iraq’s Abu 
Ghraib prison, where crimes were perpetrated. 
 
Figure 6: Aida, Verdi in Bregenz Festival, 2009. Directed by Graham 
Vick. Austria. 
The information offered by director, thus, not only puts 
the opera’s action in our time, but updates important 
problems from an ethical point of view. The author uses 
opera space, as a forum for discussion about racial and 
religious problems, problems of migration and social 
exclusion, crime and social conflicts, which exist in 
contemporary European society. Competently 
introducing the spectator to the scenic space and 
defining his small role in the play, Vick gives him the 
opportunity to «put on» the suit of his social opponent, 
the man of another race, of another nationality, another 
religion, social class or gender. The author makes clear 
that any relevant idea can be figuratively and 
organically represented by the scenic arts. 
Vick acts as researcher. He is equally interested in the 
quality of the performance of the play, and in the 
process of the problems of socialization, which could be 
enhanced with the theater language. These problems 
partly grow from the original content of the play (race 
problem in Othello and Aida). But, by inserting 
elements of modern design in the performance, placing 
heroes in situations, reminiscent of real events of our 
days, the director expands the experiment’s frames 
(terrorism theme, as derivative from debates about 
contemporary Islam). Aggression on the stage, reflected 
from spectators, starts to develop, and associates with 
the themes of social cruelty and violence. Each 
participant becomes a hero or antihero for some time. 
RESULTS 
Theatre space, as a place for intellectual research, 
reveals several important positions. First, theater, as 
important urban cultural object, is able to go beyond the 
theater, growing accustomed to the city space. This 
converges its functions with traditions of festivals, city 
holidays, open spectacles. Such theater refers in many 
respects to the history, but carries a part of experiment. 
Second, the viewer’s place in a new theater space has 
changed. While in traditional theater, the audience stays 
a passive observer, today they are actively engaged in 
the play, and can be a member of the experiment. Third, 
in the modern theater the adaptation of old 
performances to the modern life takes place. The 
meaning of such adaptation is to weave into the show’s 
line some important social problems, which does not 
exist in the literary plot. This is promoted by not only 
intellectual technologies, but also by electronic means, 
which helps theater to gain new values. And the main: 
all these contribute to create successful business and 
promotion of the theater idea in the urban space. 
THEATER IN THE CITY SPACE 
Using the example of Birmingham Opera Theater, we 
can conclude that theater space could be extended 
indefinitely. Defining nodal coordinates for intellectual 
development, it is possible to connect the performance’s 
line with social problems, which intensify in society. 
The human community connects a lot of problems at 
one point: someone finds a job at this place, someone 
has been study, someone is born here, and the art is 
created exactly where all these kinds of people are 
living together (Cleveland, 2000: 235). 
THEATER AS PART OF YOUR OWN LIFE 
The process of scenic genres understanding needs the 
decoding of symbolic circumstances, relevant to modern 
spectators. According to the most of researches, 
knowledge is always encoded, and in order to decode a 
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complex system of human thoughts, representations are 
needed. Contemporary directors strive to bring the 
power of opera’s information to the maximum, and they 
use all possible tools, influencing the human senses. 
And this, of course, increases the interest in opera for 
many people (Blackmore, 2005; Luhmann, 2000, 
Albarran, 2010). Niklas Luhmann observes that ‘the 
economic of reality generates a medium of its own, in 
which the fixation of forms becomes not only possible, 
but necessary, if the medium is to be reproduced’ 
(Luhmann, 2000: 185). 
In the case of electronic technologies art gets a 
democratic language that is understandable for most 
users of personal computers. These are, first of all, 
young people and those, who are looking for novelty in 
their own lives. They will never be bored studying 
available information fields, where, on the other hand, 
the efforts of the main art figures are addressed. They 
find each other in the field of the internet, and their first 
acquaintance happens there.  
Going further means deeper involvement into the 
theater environment. This experience allows seeing the 
theater work from the inside, which gives a person the 
«package» of knowledge and possibilities of 
understanding reality through the prism of his own 
experience. Nothing could be more valuable than 
practical skills. There can be a long and detailed 
discussion of problems, but until they become your 
own, even in the game form, people will be not able to 
understand their multi-valued essence. And someone 
has to take the mission of an entrepreneur, offering new 
solutions, which could lead to some improvements of 
the social atmosphere in society (Goldsmith, 2010: 
139). 
THEATER AS A BUSINESS PROJECT 
Any business is anxious about the idea of social 
responsibility today. Using marketing strategies, theater 
transforms into the place, where the process of getting 
pleasure connects with the process of cognition. 
Traditional values, converted with the help of gaming 
technologies and contemporary design, have been 
expressed by a new language. The possibility of 
interaction involving the audience in the theatre 
environment extends not only to the social functions of 
the theater, but also the scale of inclusion of new ideas 
for business development. 
CONCLUSION 
Using new management technologies in the theatre 
field, authors of these strategies (directors, scenic 
designers) define a way to create a favorable climate in 
society, where everyone tries to understand another 
person with his/her problems and needs.  
The art language in this sense is the most appropriate: in 
childhood everyone perceives the world in games, and 
the game remains for all their life as a most simple and 
intuitive tool from the world recognition point of view. 
Models of the real today’s problem zones are integrated 
into the topics of contemporary performances and even 
in those where historical context exists. 
Participation of ordinary people from society in such 
performances has extraordinary importance. Every 
participant discovers not only the theater world with its 
undoubted spiritual aesthetics. This is also an 
opportunity for personal contact in a masterpiece with 
the inclusion of their own participation into the general 
performance energy. Principles of complicity between 
professional actors and invited persons «from the 
crowd» are determined by the director and stage 
designer with their experience of the manager and 
marketer. In any case, interactivity of the process, its 
social multiple meaning and a complex sensual 
symbolic plan open a wide field for new design 
creation, including material components, and subtle 
ethical and aesthetical categories. 
Contemporary directors strive to bring the power of the 
theater information to the maximum, and they use all 
possible tools, influencing the human senses and mind. 
And this, of course, increases the interest in the theater 
for many people. It finds democratic status and occupies 
active position in the society. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper discusses the potential of using theatre 
with professional actors to convey the outcome of 
ethnographic user studies to industry or academia. 
Framed in the ongoing discussion within design 
ethnography of how representations can support 
the communication of ethnographic findings more 
effectively. The use of theatre within innovation 
processes can help facilitate the provoking role that 
an ethnography often plays when presented to 
organizations. Live performances were used as part 
of a participatory innovation project in the field of 
indoor climate with industry partners and academic 
researchers aiming at conveying controversial 
findings through improvisation and audience 
involvement. Video recordings of one such theatre 
event helped us analyze how the session unfolds 
with interaction analysis; the findings informed the 
planning of a second theatre event used to present 
the findings of the same project to a different 
audience. From the study of the two theatre 
sessions, we suggest an initial guideline with key 
aspects to consider when using theatre to represent 
ethnographic findings.  
INTRODUCTION 
In design ethnography, appropriate ways of conveying 
the outcomes of user studies has been widely discussed 
for a number of years (Jones 2006; Anderson 1994). 
The research carried out through user studies is 
expected to be actionable and provide insights that 
organizations can incorporate in their innovation 
processes (Buur & Matthews 2008). The chosen format 
to convey those findings has often been named as 
representation. Such representations of ethnographic 
findings very often contain an ‘ethnographic message’ 
that entails some measure of provocation to the 
expected audience (Buur & Sitorus 2007). So far from 
just collecting ‘user needs’, ethnographic studies may 
uncover that users say and do things that a company 
may not like to hear, as they challenge perceptions of 
self and identity. And precisely herein lies a trigger to 
innovate. For that reason such ethnographic messages 
need thoughtful preparation and facilitation to make 
them understood and ready to act upon within the 
specific context in which they are presented. 
This discussion within design ethnography has indeed 
been accompanied by numerous explorations on the 
format of these representations. Personas and scenarios 
are widely spread representations used both in academia 
and industry (Cooper 1994; Boyarski & Buchanan 
1994), Diggins and Tolmie articulate a series of 
‘organizational features’ that they elaborate as 
observations, warnings and strategies e.g. form, use and 
embeddeness, for practitioners to take into account 
when doing representations of ethnographic outcomes 
(Diggins & Tolmie 2003). Jones argues that experience 
models – diagrams that typically convey a dilemma 
embedded in use practice – can help ethnography be 
more effective when communicating results, and 
requires the field to redefine its role in design (Jones 
2006). However, it has being recognized that such 
representations ‘can also become reified stereotypes and 
constrains that inhibit design possibilities’ (Blomberg & 
Burrell 2008: 982). Ylirisku and Buur have extensively 
worked with video material and encourage its use to 
bridge and even merge ethnographic fieldwork and 
design, claiming that ‘video preserves action in a 
sensitive and detailed fashion in relation to what 
originally happened’ (Ylirisku & Buur 2007: 92). This 
paper will investigate the use of theatre to convey 
ethnographic user studies to organizations. We do not 
aim at proposing yet another representation that will fit 
all upcoming challenges as a perfect substitute for all 
the above named representations. Rather we will argue 
that every project with its own stakeholders and context 
has a need for specific ways of representing what was 
revealed during the field work, it may be one of the 
above mentioned representations, a synergy of some of 
them, or something completely different. Its success 
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will depend on how well the chosen representation fits 
the specific context and how ethnographers or designers 
plan to engage their stakeholders with the presented 
material.  
The context of this study is a project between five 
company partners within indoor climate control and two 
universities in Denmark. Our role in the project was to 
carry out ethnographic user studies to investigate how 
people perceive comfort in their lives and how they act 
in order to be comfortable in the different environments 
that they occupy (home, work, kindergarten) in terms of 
indoor climate. The studies uncovered that people think 
and act quite differently from what the company 
partners expected. Two of the controversial findings 
were described under the headings ‘Indoor comfort is 
what people make’ (as opposed to something fully 
controlled by technology) and ‘Indoor comfort is about 
social relations’ (as opposed to an individual value scale 
to be determined by climate chamber experiments). The 
user studies were followed by a series of provotypes 
(Boer & Donovan 2012) – artifacts designed to 
challenge the company partners’ understanding of 
indoor climate systems – and then by the design of 
products that support people in understanding and 
managing indoor climate themselves. The project 
findings were firstly shared with a wider audience of 
indoor climate researchers and practitioners at a 
symposium on ‘zero emitting energy houses’ in 2011. 
Having seen, how difficult the ethnographic message 
was to accept for the project partners, the project team 
decided to use theatre at this event to generate a 
discussion of ‘people’s indoor climate practices’ among 
the expert participants. The actors and researchers 
prepared three scripted scenes based on the fieldwork, 
which were representative of what the researchers had 
found out in homes, kindergartens and offices. A 
detailed analysis of that session helped us recognize key 
aspects that may foster the engagement of the audience. 
The findings served the project team when planning a 
second event in November on the same work (with the 
same three scenes) conveyed to a different audience.  
RELATED WORK 
Looking at previous work on the fields of theatre in 
design, organizational theatre, and the nature of 
improvisation will help us define the ground for the 
kind of theatre we are developing.  
THEATRE IN DESIGN 
Since the early nineties the interest on using 
performance in design of interactive systems has grown. 
Role-play and improvisation when working in 
multidisciplinary teams and at early stages of the design 
process is an extensively explored technique by 
researchers, both in industry and academic projects. 
These techniques typically aim at bringing the user 
perspective closer to the project in the form of informal, 
improvised acting. Burns and colleagues suggested four 
different levels in which performance could help 
designers: 1. activating imagination, 2. empathizing 
with users, 3. communicating within and outside their 
team, 4. allowing a less conscious contribution. They 
used improvisation and role play with team members in 
sessions that they call ‘informance design’ to trigger 
team discussion and evaluation of early design ideas 
(Burns et al. 1994). Sato and Salvador incorporated 
professional actors in their method ‘focus troupes’ to 
involve the audience in a richer conversation around 
design concepts and with sketches based on 
ethnographic material. They also identified the presence 
of designers as positive to ‘facilitate the session rather 
than fostering an unrelated conversation’ (Sato & 
Salvador 1999: 37). They anticipated a number of 
techniques that could be used in group sessions for 
product development, recognizing that such sessions are 
not always organized to evaluate specific ideas but can 
also be exploratory to provide insights before the actual 
design process starts. Svanæs and Seland propose a 
workshop setup in which users take the main role while 
designers and developers are observants (Svanæs and 
Seland 2004). In fact, performances have played a 
transcendent role in eliciting knowledge from those 
involved that would not emerge otherwise (Kuutti et al. 
2002) providing the audience with the possibility of 
actively contributing throughout the session (Sato & 
Salvador 1999). Macaulay and colleagues reviewed past 
studies on performances within the user experience, 
participatory design and embodied interaction areas. 
They point at the improvement of ‘quality and utility 
dialogue within design’ and suggest that ethnography is 
capable of shifting the discussion towards that direction 
(Macaulay et al. 2006: 951). Buur and Sitorus 
encourage embracing the unique provoking ability of 
ethnography to challenge conflicting conceptions within 
organizations and argue for new representations of 
ethnographic material (Buur and Sitorus 2007). We find 
this well aligned with the exploration of live 
performances within organizations that helped Buur and 
Larsen recognize how ‘qualities of conversations’ may 
steer innovation (Buur and Larsen 2010). 
Theatre within design has most commonly been used as 
an active way to collect user requirements, in specific 
goal‐ oriented activities within the design process. In 
doing so it is expected to help projects progress in the 
given design direction thus reducing the fundamental 
conflicts that naturally emerge in multidisciplinary 
environments. Ethnography’s capabilities of generating 
impact should not be underestimated. The use of 
performances to represent ethnographic findings offer 
the possibility of generating insightful discussion within 
organizations before focusing the work efforts in 
particular design directions, allowing teams to open up 
fundamental issues that only arise through such 
conversations. 
THEATRE IN ORGANISATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
There are different ways of using theatre in 
organizational work. Richard Olivier uses plays by 
Shakespeare as a tool to demonstrate different ways of 
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taking leadership (Olivier 2002). Others use theatre as a 
metaphor for organizational life, claiming that the 
theatre metaphor helps people understand the dynamics 
that guide interactions between and within organizations 
(Boje 2002; Höpfl 2002). What this paper describes is 
theatre as intervention. This way of working is based on 
the Forum Theatre techniques developed by Boal (Boal 
1979; 1992; 1995), who called his method ‘Theatre of 
the Oppressed’. It was used to help people finding ways 
to break oppression, his ideas of involving the audience 
in the theatrical process have proved very useful in 
different strands of organizational theatre.  
Schreyögg (2001) states that organizational theatre (not 
just forum theatre) can make things move, but not 
produce predictable results. He emphasizes that it is not 
a substitute for organizational change management but 
that adequate follow up activities are important. In this 
way he distinguishes theatre work as something aside 
from change management. Others have followed this 
line of separating experience and reflection in the sense 
that the audience first experiences the performance and 
reflects after in discussion groups. It is in the latter that 
change happens (Meisiek 2002). In contrast, Larsen sees 
the work of organizational theatre – in the way Dacapo, 
(a Danish consultancy using theatre in organizations) is 
using it – as an invitation to relate, relating as a sense 
making process where new meaning emerges – not as a 
result of what is going on, but as part of what’s going 
on. And in this process improvisation plays a critical 
role (Larsen 2006).  
IMPROVISATION 
Improvisation has been used in many ways by people 
working with organizations. It has been seen as a way of 
teaching managers skills in handling the unpredictability 
of their jobs (Crossan & Sorrenti 2002). Keith 
Johnstone’s ideas are based on spontaneous 
improvisations and the notion that new creative ideas 
emerge and are developed in the relationships between 
players, not in the individual (Johnstone 1979). 
Improvising is relational; it is not about acting but about 
re-acting.  
Larsen and Friis (2006) connect Johnstone’s work with 
the work of George Herbert Mead (Mead 1934) and his 
way of understanding communication as gesturing and 
responding, where the gesture of one person provokes a 
response in another person, but the response is at the 
same time giving meaning to the gesture in a relational 
process. So the improvised theatre involves both actors 
and participants in a sense making process that can lead 
to novelty and repetition at the same time.  
INDOOR CLIMATE SCENES 
The first theatre event took 90 minutes. It was 
documented recorded with two synchronized video 
cameras, which captured the scenes and the discussion 
among the audience. The audience included 35 indoor 
climate experts form industry and academia, and the 
event was organised by three professional actors, a 
facilitator with more than ten years of experience in 
organisational theatre, and three of the researchers 
involved in the project. Also among the audience were 
three industrialists from the project team, who were 
quite familiar with the ethnographic studies.  
 
Figure 1. Actors and facilitator improvising with one of the 
participants 
The room was set up with 6 group tables, each with 5-7 
participants, an informal theatre stage at one end, and a 
screen for presenting images and data from the field at 
the other end, Figure 2. 
With the three scenes the project team tried to convey 
how contradictory someone’s behaviour can seem in 
different environments and to show that technical 
systems do not align well with people’s practices. One 
will recognize how the controversial findings mentioned 
above were embedded in the scripts.  
HOME: CLOSING DOORS 
Marianne and Paul are a couple living in a zero energy 
house, which they started renting about six months ago. 
It was Paul, who had the idea, to him it means a great 
deal to be environmentally conscious. They have a 
display on the wall, where they can see how much 
energy they use in the house, and track the different 
numbers on air humidity, temperature, etc. Paul thinks 
that it is a great way to keep an eye on their energy 
consumption, and thinks it a game to achieve the best 
possible numbers. During the scene we see Paul asking 
Marianne to keep the door closed to maintain the indoor 
climate of the house balanced, but with their kids 
playing outside she is not happy about being told what 
to do. Also, she has being hanging clothes outside in the 
spring weather, she just likes the smells and the contact 
with the outside... 
KINDERGARTEN: WAVING GOODBYE 
Paul drops off one of their kids in the morning at the 
kindergarten. The child usually waves goodbye to his 
father in the corridor between the two front doors, put in 
place to avoid draft in the kindergarten. However, as all 
the children like to follow their parents to the outer front 
door and wave goodbye through the glass, the inner 
front door is usually held ajar by a bucket. This 
morning, Paul notices that the inner front door is closed. 
He gets tries to squeeze the bucket in place, but the 
pedagogue Ellen stops him, explaining that the draft 
isn’t healthy and increases energy consumption...  
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OFFICE: WHEN IS COLD COLD? 
Marianne works in an insurance company in an open 
office. Today she sits at her desk with her colleague Lis, 
and later her colleague Søren will join. It is 27ºC 
outside, but Marianne and Lis feel cold inside as the 
ventilation is turned on. They want to call the janitor but 
Søren, who arrives at the office after riding 15 km by 
bike, feels warm and does not understand why the 
ventilation should be turned off given that the 
temperature in the room is perfect, 20ºC... 
The three scenes were staged at the beginning of the 
event with some minutes between them for group 
discussion; after this the floor was open for general 
discussion across table groups, and the actors would 
improvise several scenes based on the comments from 
the audience. 
ANALYSIS 
To establish a deeper understanding of the dynamics of 
the session and reveal details that cannot be perceived 
otherwise, we started with unmotivated looking (Sacks, 
1995), using a timeline transcript in which facilitator, 
actor and audience activities are registered in parallel 
but separately. Because actors and facilitator often 
improvise in response to input from the audience, 
considering them separately helps understanding the 
flow throughout the event, see example in Figure 2. 
Figure 2. Excerpt of the timeline transcript indicating facilitator, actor 
and audience activities: a participant raises a comment on how it looks 
that the man has more power to decide over the indoor climate 
provoking a reaction of one of the actresses. 
This technique allowed seeing, for instance, that many 
participants were involved in the first discussions right 
after the three scenes were staged. However, only a few 
were engaged towards the end when the conversations 
were longer, more closely related to the scope of the 
project. At this point the actors were no longer involved. 
During these last conversations the three participants 
that were part of the project were the most active ones. 
Throughout the discussion the office scene (the last one 
staged) was the one that participants referred to most 
often, the home scene (first one staged) was brought up 
once during the discussion, and the kindergarten scene 
was not referred to. We found it helpful to describe the 
event in five different stages, in which the number of 
active participants differs, as well as improvisation level 
and shared content of the project: 
S1. Theatre – The three scripted scenes with short group 
discussions in between scenes. 
S2. Audience warm‐up – After the theatre scenes the 
audience started sharing impressions. The facilitator and 
actors incorporated short improvisations to demonstrate 
the opportunities in interactive theatre. 
S3. First improvised scenes – The facilitator urged the 
audience to elaborate their comments and eventually 
engaged some participants in deciding what the actors 
could do in those situations. For instance, one of the 
comments reflected on the office scene: Why didn’t the 
women do as they pleased, being the majority? A 
participant suggested they opened the window, this part 
of the analysis is shown in figure 2b. Lis (Marianne’s 
colleague) improvised the window opening, which 
triggered a discussion between the employees about 
who is in control of the indoor climate. This developed 
into calling ‘the janitor’ (the male actor) on stage to ask 
him to turn off the ventilation. 
S4. Real data props discussion – One of the researchers 
presented results from the questionnaire study carried 
out during the project. This led to longer discussions of 
the findings of the project which involving mostly the 
the project partners. 
S5. Challenging the field – Towards the end in‐depth 
discussions take over the event, actors were not 
involved any longer, and less participants took part in 
the conversations. This could be seen as an effect of the 
format of the session. 
Besides the timeline, we mapped the distribution of 
participants in the room to visualize the participation of 
audience, researchers and actors throughout the event. 
In the visualizations in Figure 3 the red lines indicate 
the conversations that took place. S1 is not considered 
because it was planned and only the actors and 
facilitator where active during that stage.  
Figure 3a shows the interactions that took place during 
S2 and S3, whereas figure 3b shows the ones from S4 
and S5 when discussions turned into longer 
conversations and the actors where less active, 
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especially in stage 5. During the event the facilitator 
was constantly talking to the overall audience and 
therefore the comments from the participants were 
directed to him, in the visualization only the reactions 
are mapped out. 
 
Figure 2. Visualization of conversation flows a) during the main part 
of the event (S2 and S3); and b) towards the end (S4 and S5). 
The findings of this analysis were the starting point for 
the organization of the second theatre event. The 
researchers took into account aspects that had or had not 
worked before to improve the upcoming event. 
RE-IMPROVISE 
Given that the first event had an uneven distribution of 
participation throughout the session and that of the three 
scenes only one was built upon, this time the organizers 
planned a period for discussion and improvisation right 
after each scene. Also each of the scenes was staged at a 
different spot within the room to create a spatial ‘map’ 
of events. This time the audience was a mix of 
entrepreneurs, researchers and graduate design students 
engaged in a ‘prototype week’ event in a business 
incubator in Denmark. The theatre event was the official 
launch of the book summarizing results from the 
research project. This time two facilitators moderated 
the session, both seasoned on working with theatre and 
improvisation within organizations, one was the same as 
before. When referring to the facilitator in this section 
we will indistinctly refer to one of them, as they often 
exchanged roles during the event. 
Based on the observations and notes from the session, 
we will describe how it unfolded according to the 
adapted plan. 
Involving the researchers after the scenes during the 
improvised pieces, as well as incorporating the 
provotypes to the scenes and discussions contextualized 
the designed material and gave room for the audience to 
grasp the approach of the research team through the 
project enabling them to realize the connection between 
the fieldwork and the generated provotypes. 
During the overall event the audience was more active if 
compared with the previous one. Actors’ improvisations 
took place evenly distributed throughout the session and 
based on audience input as well as knowledge shared by 
the researchers from the research project. This time the 
high number of actively involved participants was 
consistent throughout the event.  
Compared to the first event this session had less depth 
in the discussion of the key addressed issues most likely 
because the audience wasn’t composed of indoor 
climate experts. In this respect there was less resistance 
to the findings brought forward, as the audience wasn’t 
part of an innovation effort and thus less committed to 
the indoor climate agenda. 
In the second session when the three scenes were played 
one at a time it was clear that the theatre successively 
added new dimensions when the previous was 
exhausted. There were interesting aspects to think about 
and discuss in the first two scenes, which got lost in the 
first event.  
Differentiating the stages for each of the scenes made 
the border between the stage and the hall disappear to 
some extent and thus the connection between audience 
and actors was stronger. 
WHY IS IMPROVISED THEATRE USEFUL? 
Let’s look at the first part of the theatrical process, 
where the actors perform the play written on the basis of 
the ethnographic findings. The findings from the 
research are conveyed in the form of condensed real-life 
examples. Indoor climate control is looked upon from 
different perspectives: The father is enthusiastic about 
the possibility to control the indoor climate and to 
compete with himself to save money, while the mother 
is more focused on the practicalities of looking after the 
kids, of easy access to the garden, and of enjoying the 
spring time air. So we see two conflicting perspectives, 
and understand that climate control is not just a 
technical question but has social implications in this 
family. We see the father happy about the climate 
control while not satisfied with his wife’s behavior. And 
we see her on the other hand getting irritated about the 
restrictions her husband is trying to put on her. So 
emotions are at play here.  
This is where the first scene stops. The facilitator invites 
the audience to talk in small groups about what 
happened in the scene, and after a while he asks the 
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question again: “What have you seen?” When people 
answer this simple question it becomes clear that even 
though they have all watched the same little playlet, 
what they have seen and how they interpret it is 
significantly different. This is a first important message 
to the industry people and the academic researchers in 
the room that observation is subject to personal 
interpretation. This is hardly rocket science, we all 
know it, never the less it was surprising and thought 
provoking for the participants to see it played out so 
significantly. The theatre is not just conveying 
ethnographic findings but also opening a reflective 
process among the participants. The discussion 
continues from what they have seen to how they 
interpret it and what they find is valuable for this family 
and how the climate control system supports or not 
those values. In this process the facilitator is not trying 
to make people agree – on the contrary, he is trying to 
force the participants to look at the situation from as 
many perspectives as possible. Because the purpose of 
conveying the ethnographical findings to this group of 
people is not to create consensus about climate control 
but to help them further explore their own unaware 
conceptions of indoor climate and systems to control it. 
So what the theatre is trying to achieve is the necessary 
movement of thoughts and ideas for innovation to 
happen. This movement doesn’t come from consensus 
but is more likely to happen when there’s a diversity of 
views and opinions (Buur and Larsen 2010). Had the 
theatre shown a family agreeing about the climate 
control – either being happy or unhappy about it – we 
would have just ended up in a pro-et-contra discussion. 
Showing the family with emotionally crossing 
intentions and conflicting values in a recognizable 
everyday situation gives the participants a chance to 
connect and recognize own feelings and values. If the 
theatre succeeds to do this it will help fostering a much 
more diverse discussion, based not just on opinions but 
also on personal experiences, beliefs and preferences. 
How this is supported and developed in the succeeding 
process we shall come back to – after diving a little 
deeper into communication. 
In the traditional Shannon-Weaver sender-receiver 
model of communication (Shannon, Weaver 1948) 
thought is separated from action in time, and the act of 
communicating is separated from the content. Mead 
formulated a different view of communication. He 
claimed that the acts of thinking and of communicating 
with others is the same process in that thinking is a 
process of communicating with oneself similar to the 
process of communicating with others (Mead 1934). He 
sees communicating as gesturing and responding, where 
a gesture can be spoken words as well as body language 
and emotions and those gestures can be deliberately sent 
or unconscious signals. Gestures make meaning only in 
relation with the response, Mead says. So it is in the 
process of thinking (communicating with one self) and 
in the process of communicating with others that 
meaning is created and recreated. 
Looking at the relationship between the theatre and the 
audience it is obvious that the theatre offers a multitude 
of gestures – words, actions, relations, emotions – for 
the audience to respond to; first in the communication 
with themselves, then in a small group with others, and 
finally in the large group. It is in this gesturing and 
responding in the present that meaning is both sustained 
and altered. We cannot be present in the past or in the 
future but only in this ‘now’. But the meaning we are 
making in this now may have implications for how we 
understand the past and how we see the future. So the 
play, the dialogues and the theatre improvisations can 
influence what sense we are making now – but may also 
change how we understand what has already happened 
and our intentions about the future.  
This is the dynamic process the theatre is creating in an 
attempt to support an innovative movement of thoughts 
among the participants.  
After the three scenes and the reflections, the 
participants are invited to interact with the theatre – not 
to watch a new play but to use the theatre as a mean to 
explore deeper the questions, ideas and theories people 
may have. This part does not follow a script but is 
improvised mutually by actors and participants. 
If the purpose of conveying ethnographic findings is to 
help the participants create movement of thoughts and 
ideas in order to innovate, it is clear that mainly helping 
people to sustain their beliefs and repeating already well 
known patterns will not be helpful. What we are hoping 
for is that the participants will become more open to 
improvisation and change. With the theatre we are 
trying to create a session where it feels challenging and 
yet safe enough to embrace other perspectives and 
thereby accept to be altered by what’s said and 
happening (Johnstone 1981). This is how we see the 
challenge of the theatre when conveying ethnographic 
findings. And this is why the actors need to improvise 
with the participants rather than try to stay in complete 
control of what’s happening. 
FICTION AND REALITY 
The play that was performed for the participants was 
made up by the theatre. The scenes take place in a 
fictitious family and the climate control is not an 
existing system. By creating a fiction the actors free the 
persons in the audience of taking responsibility for 
what’s happening on stage, because it doesn’t picture 
specific persons in the audience, who might feel the 
need to defend themselves. 
However if the play becomes too fictitious, if the 
audience does not recognize what is going on based in 
their own experience in their organization, then the play 
becomes uninteresting and will not engage the audience. 
So the play needs to be real enough for the audience to 
recognize their own organizational life in the play, but 
fictitious enough to not expose members of the 
organization personally. This is a delicate balance that 
the actors and the facilitators need to work with all the 
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time. Yet the balance often shifts during a session - 
usually towards more reality. This happens either 
because the actors feel they can push in that direction 
without losing the openness and curiosity, or simply 
because the audience brings in more and more of their 
own concrete experiences into the reflections and 
improvisations.  
When looking at a session through those glasses of 
fiction and reality we understand that conveying 
ethnographic findings in a more conventional way is 
usually closer to the reality that the participants find 
themselves in. Thus they tend to express and defend 
their own opinions and become less open to new 
perspectives. 
GUIDELINES 
The analysis and observations based on two theatre 
events, used to share the same ethnographic findings but 
with changes in the format of the session, served to 
identify key aspects in the organization of sessions of 
this kind. Theatre and improvisation with professional 
actors have potential in this context to act as drivers for 
innovation departments or design teams to acquire the 
generated knowledge during ethnographic studies 
through the discussion of important issues that 
sometimes may controvert the values of the 
organization or its approach in an ongoing innovative 
process. We propose an initial set of guideline on what 
is important to consider when considering to convey the 
results of ethnographic studies through theatre. 
GOAL OF THE SESSION 
To help a movement of thoughts, so that the participants 
(including the theatre) leave the session with new 
insights and ideas that could not have been predicted, 
because they emerge throughout the session. 
SCRIPTED SCENES 
As a starting point for the event, the team that carries 
out the ethnographic studies has to work together with 
the actors and facilitators in generating scenes that are 
representative of the findings and relevant to the content 
of the session. The planned scenes are the starting point 
for the upcoming discussion and set the atmosphere of 
the session. 
IMPROVISATION AND ROLE OF THE 
AUDIENCE 
The work of the theatre may after the scripted scenes 
take different directions because it is up to the audience 
to decide in which direction the work should develop. 
The actors have then to make themselves available for 
these explorations by improvising what the audience 
suggests. A skilled actor in this work will take ideas 
from the audience and not just play what they suggest 
but also – in collaboration with his fellow actors - 
perform the possibilities and dilemmas the suggested 
situation offers. 
However in order for the improvised theatre to work it 
is necessary that also the audience actively comes up 
with opinions and suggestions on how what is 
happening in the scenes can be moved forward. 
Moreover the members of the audience could even go 
on stage to try out their ideas and confront the 
characters the actors are playing. When doing this they 
must be prepared that their intentions will meet the 
character’s intentions, but precisely in the crossing of 
intensions new ideas and innovation can emerge (Buur 
& Larsen, 2010). 
To gain the full benefit of using theatre and 
improvisation to convey ethnographic findings the 
involvement the actors and the audience is essential. 
SPACE SETUP 
Managing the room distribution of the event can make a 
considerable impact in the session, this study showed 
how arranging three different stages for the planned 
scenes instead of one changed the dynamics of the 
room, setting a more casual atmosphere and closeness 
between participants, actors and facilitators and 
therefore proliferating the overall improvisation. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Improvisation with theatre to convey ethnography if 
organized thoroughly can lead to fruitful discussions in 
which new understanding is co‐created when teams are 
confronted with the reality that user studies bring into 
the process. Such situations could be the turning point 
needed for innovation to emerge. The identified aspects 
included in our initial guideline are meant to help 
further research within this area. Many details are 
overlooked when organizing events like the ones 
discussed in this paper, but hopefully the evidence we 
draw upon will show that the format of a session has a 
great effect on audience engagement and hence on 
innovative potential. For the success of the session it is 
essential to embrace the improvisational nature of the 
event, this will empower the skills of the actors and will 
allow for important issues to emerge. 
We see the following limitations of our research: Due to 
the improvisational nature of theatre sessions a main 
challenge is to capture the interest of organizations in 
using this technique as it is difficult to stipulate a clear 
outcome. The studied case was a multi‐stakeholder 
project and the theatre sessions addressed a wider 
audience than just those involved in the project, 
therefore the impact of the sessions are hard to measure; 
impact may even being questioned. Further research 
could focus on using theatre sessions in in‐house 
activities as part of specific projects to enable tracing 
the impact that such sessions have in the overall 
processes. 
For future sessions we would like to focus more on the 
potential of improvisation. Thus taking seriously that 
the theatre and everyone attending are all participants in 
a mutual exploration, where the actors have skills 
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different from the researchers or the business people 
involved. We would all be part of it to explore deeper 
the ‘research project’ – each with different perspectives 
and all offering our different skills in the session. This 
would develop not only the ‘project’ and the knowledge 
of those involved, but also the process of using 
improvised theatre. 
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TRACK III
 Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations
Understanding innovation as socially shaped provides an immediate focus on 
human interaction. How can we understand the creation of new meaning and 
practices. How do we see the role of conflict and consensus? The papers in this 
track contribute to build a deeper knowledge of the innovation practices within 
organisations and the interaction between organisations and their different 
stakeholders. 
The authors of 19 contributions cover a diversity of aspects of social shaping 
of innovation: 
1. The nature of innovation as socially shaped. Authors focus on the 
interaction among many stakeholders. A theme through several papers 
is friction, differences and even conflicts seen as not just problematic, 
but as creative in the emergence of new ideas and practices. 
2. Decision making processes in innovation and co-creation. The role of 
improvisation as a way to understand and develop the processes of 
innovation and co-creation.
3. Contextual conditions or climate for innovation such as culture and the 
role of humor. Innovation capability, and innovation competence.
4. Challenges for facilitation and design in organising co-creation. With 
an increasing focus on the impact of the interaction between the 
stakeholders, how can we understand the organisation of such activities, 
and the use of existing tools and techniques that often were created with 
other intentions. Some authors explore the role of peer learning and the 
organising of fabbability labs, and of crowdsourcing activities.
chairs Timo Pihkala, LUT LSI 
 Satu Parjanen, LUT LSI 
 Henry Larsen, SPIRE
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ABSTRACT 
Although industry increasingly acknowledges that 
end user insight and participation may be a driver 
for innovation, we have experienced first-hand 
how difficult such knowledge sits with internal 
innovation processes, particularly in large, 
engineering heavy corporations. We see a loss of 
valuable opportunities if we do not pay attention to 
the organizational realities. We therefore focus on 
the social processes at work within an organization 
as contexts of both use and production. We believe 
that through a renewal of our ways of engaging, 
design ethnographers can help enable new 
pathways for change in large companies. Since 
2009, we have been collaborating on developing a 
set of practices for nurturing innovation that we 
have termed the “Social Shaping of Innovation.”  
This paper describes the concepts and theories 
behind the framework, along with an overview of 
the participatory workshops we employed to 
refine, test, and grow our initial propositions.  
INTRODUCTION 
Innovation in large organizations can emerge from 
many sources; the challenge is often not so much the 
generation of ideas but the ability to cultivate and 
evolve them to a point of fruition. As an idea hits the 
complexity of the organization, it can become lost in the 
flux of how priorities are organized, accountability 
structures, and relationships among stakeholders. Here 
we report on our explorations into what we term the 
“Social Shaping of Innovation,” a set of principles that 
both guide the organization of activities meant to 
nurture innovation and allow for changes to ideas as 
they travel within the organization. The intricacies of 
what is actually going on in organizational life, and how 
this may affect innovation and change, are subject to 
different and contradictory understandings. There is a 
widespread conception in organizational literature that 
organizations become what they become because of 
plans created and implemented by a dominant coalition 
of managers. Kotter (1996) describes this process as a 
series of steps, beginning with the top manager who 
creates a climate for change and later enables change 
through short-term wins and the eventual 
implementation of systems that sustain the change. In 
this model, change occurs as the result of planning at a 
high level of influence. There are however other voices 
that rather focus on the daily practices of the people 
involved. Stacey (2011, Stacey et al 2000) says that 
organizations change because of the local interactions of 
people. The broader patterns that emerge are due to the 
interplay of the many intentions and plans of many 
people. These local interactions in organizations can be 
seen in every type of communicative interaction, 
formally as well as informally. Likewise, Fonseca 
(2002) describes innovation as new meaning potentially 
emerging in on-going everyday conversations. He sees 
innovation as a product of streams of conversations that 
extended over long periods of time and were 
characterized by critical degrees of misunderstanding 
and redundancy (2002). As Mowles (2010) states, 
“novelty arises in the intense political engagement of 
everyone caught up in a particular change or innovation 
initiative, but what results is not change that is 
necessarily planned.” The creation of new practices, and 
the implications for what it means to be a part of the 
change process, has direct implications to innovation. 
Denning suggests a shift of perception of innovation 
from generating new ideas to cultivating new practices 
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(Denning 2012). Along the same lines, Euchner (2004) 
challenges the “myth of the big idea” in favour of 
creating the right conditions for innovation. “[It’s] not 
about filtering for great ideas. But about people creating 
and managing a series of contexts to nurture an 
innovation” (Euchner 2004:5). Thus, supporting 
innovation implies a need to take into account daily 
interactions and practices in an organization. Goodwin’s 
(1994) “practice-based theory of knowledge and action” 
sheds light on how “vision” is situated in communities 
of practice (Also see Lave & Wenger 1991). Such 
practices differ within an organization, or even within a 
single department or group. To support innovation with 
an appreciation of how different people, groups, 
departments, and/or organizations are part of building 
and contesting their vision of what they are doing 
together has great implications for what it means to 
organize collaborative activities.  
Through a description of interventions at a large US 
company, we will introduce how we organized a set of 
activities to support innovation processes across groups, 
in particular between corporate research and 
development (R&D) and business units. Rather than 
propose a strategy for innovation, our goal is to 
introduce principles that can guide the overall 
innovation process. As practitioners, we come from 
quite different disciplinary and organizational settings, 
but are collectively interested in 1) interventions that 
reveal the nature of the interaction among people, 2) the 
impact of context and formats of communication, and 3) 
the nature and influence of power.  
THE CONTEXT OF PITNEY BOWES 
Pitney Bowes (PB) provided the business environment 
in which we iterated and experimented with principles 
of social shaping of innovation. During two weeklong 
“Innovation Camps” in 2009 and 2010 at PB corporate 
campuses in Connecticut, USA we developed the 
principles through a series of workshops and 
collaborations across our respective institutions. PB was 
also a case study for the Social Shaping of Innovation 
Summer School at SPIRE in 2011. 
PB is an over 90-year old United States based enterprise 
with world wide operations. Its core business is mailing 
machines and mailing services, but the company also 
has extensive businesses in mail, document 
management, and business software solutions, including 
a complex mix of operations and organizational social 
groups made up by dozens of acquisitions. Despite the 
interesting assortment of software and business 
solutions, the company has been challenged by the 
decline of mail and the need to innovate in new 
directions. From the time we began our work till today, 
there have been many changes in the corporate 
structure. In April 2009 when we held our first set of 
workshops on Pitney Bowes campuses, Mack was part 
of a corporate research and development group know as 
Advanced Concepts and Technologies (AC&T). 
Although most of the employees in AC&T were 
technical researchers, there was strong customer focus 
and a subgroup known as Concept Studio was 
specifically charged with customer focused innovation, 
driven by observational fieldwork and prototyping with 
customers. In addition, a recently launched Employee 
Innovation Program, managed by the Director of the 
Concept Studio, was chartered with engaging 
employees in the idea generation process through 
sponsored idea challenges. Since its launch, this 
program has successfully engaged a broad range of 
employees in on-line idea submission and has resulted 
in several instances of ideas that led to cost savings or 
new revenue (Dahl et. al 2011). Given this interest in 
pursuing innovation from multiple perspectives, PB’s 
goals in the first set of workshops were to explore new 
approaches and methods for innovation and to approach 
challenges with putting ideas into action and 
overcoming hierarchical barriers. SPIRE was interested 
in developing and exploring propositions around the 
practices that we now call the “Social Shaping of 
Innovation”.  
By the time of the second set of workshops in October 
2010, AC&T no longer existed. The company had been 
through a process of Strategic Transformation, which 
focused on realigning corporate structures and cutting 
costs. A strategy of Customer Communications 
Management (CCM) was announced, moving the focus 
from mail to a broader array of tools to help businesses 
communicate with their customers. Nearly half the 
members of AC&T were laid off or retired, and the 
remaining group was restructured as the Strategic 
Technology and Innovation Center (ST&IC). The new 
group still had a focus on technology research, but was 
also chartered to pursue Open Innovation as well as 
facilitate cross business unit innovation forums. The 
Concept Studio was spun off, and had begun the process 
of transforming to a market research function. ST&IC 
faced specific challenges around moving concepts and 
new areas of technology development, such as mobile, 
into the business units, and with engaging 
collaboratively with business units. We continued to 
explore these challenges at the Summer School. 
Today, PB is a few months into the tenure of a new 
CEO, the first to come from outside the company. He 
has brought a strong vision to grow beyond the 
traditional mailing business, and has mandated 
collaboration across previously siloed business units. In 
the beginning of 2013, he has been looking specifically 
to ST&IC to take a leading role in technology direction 
and innovation for the company. The collaborative and 
innovation relationships within the company continue to 
evolve as the landscape changes. We therefore view PB 
as an organization always in different states of flux. 
Always in a state of “becoming” where change is 
difficult to identify because stability is not a 
predominant feature. Consequently it only makes sense 
to view the two sets of workshops as part of PB’s on-
going explorations, and not as an intervention 
suspended in time.  
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RESEARCH PROCESS 
In developing what became the Social Shaping of 
Innovation, we began with propositions that emerged 
from our own experiences with participatory practices, 
innovation, and industry. These initial propositions were 
a reaction to the tendency in large corporations to frame 
knowledge as separate from people. We have also 
observed a lack of creativity to embrace situated 
knowledge and the use of unquestioned formats and 
activities of knowledge transfer. Thus, we began by 
proposing that socially shaping innovation would need 
to involve people, contexts, and formats. These were the 
initial concepts we brought to the first set of workshops, 
or “Innovation Camp.”  
Innovation Camp I lasted for a week in April 2009 and 
encompassed three large workshops and several small 
group-working sessions. We were active participants in 
the interactions, not detached researchers. Our goal in 
designing the workshops was to create conditions to 
allow things to happen, rather than determining actions 
and outcomes. The workshops were designed around a 
series of games and interventions that allowed the 
participants to shape the course of the day. The first 
workshop focused on creating content to explore the 
initial propositions. As a result of the first workshop, we 
realized how important power is as an influencer of 
innovation. Thus governance was added as a proposit-
ion, with the work of subsequent workshops continuing 
to iterate on the interplay of the (now 4) propositions, 
shaping them into the first draft of the principles 
presented in this paper. In the final workshop of 
Innovation Camp I the participants in small work groups 
proposed concrete guidelines for each of the principles.  
Innovation Camp II in October 2010 incorporated the 
learnings from the first Innovation Camp, as well as 
new knowledge we had gained and adaptations to 
corporate flux at Pitney Bowes. We once again held a 
set of three workshops and several working sessions 
over the course of a week, this time focused on putting 
our principles to work against a real innovation 
challenge—balancing the technological capabilities of 
ST&IC’s Mobile Technology Group against business 
need and customer value. We will include cases from 
the two Innovation Camps to illustrate the four 
principles of Social Shaping in the following sections.  
1: IDEAS DEVELOP WITH PEOPLE  
We approach principles in the social shaping of 
innovation through both an anthropological interest in 
people – their socio-material worlds, and their 
worldviews – and from an organizational interest in 
orchestrating meaningful engagement throughout 
various phases of innovation work. This combination 
puts our analytic expertise to use not only in analysing 
socio-material relations, but also in identifying 
potentially valuable socio-material relationships.    
Our first principle focuses on the premise that ideas in 
practice reside among multiple people, as opposed to 
the traditional notion of the lone ‘idea champion’. 
Knowledge viewed as practice-based focuses on the 
interaction among people and materials in activity 
(Goodwin 1994). While a practice-based approach to 
human activity has had great implications for how 
researchers study people in action, research produces a 
form of knowledge that is not necessarily available to 
many of the people who play a part in the shaping of 
innovation. We have therefore shifted our focus from 
bringing ethnographic knowledge into the design 
process alone, to stimulating the greater sets of 
relationships necessary to support innovation, albeit, 
often through engaging with ethnographic 
representations (see Clark et al. 2012 and Buur & 
Sitorus 2007). 
In the ever-changing organizational contexts, such as 
seen in Pitney Bowes between 2009 and today, our 
interventions seek to provide a type of generative clash 
between different perspectives. While Buur & Sitorus 
(2007) demonstrate how ethnographic material of 
product use can provoke engineers to reframe their 
designs, we look to extend this type of relationship to 
various clashes of perspective. These perspectives arise 
from different positionings of the participants in relation 
to their background and their position within an 
organization. We seek to support people transforming 
their understanding to accommodate valuable aspects of 
the use context, other contexts, and forms of knowledge 
through relating to material and one another in shared 
experience. We do not see this as merely analytic, but 
rather generative. We explored this premise through 
attention to the people in activities, recruitment, their 
preparation, their roles during an activity, and how 
 
Figure 1. Four-step process of the final workshop at Pitney Bowes, ST&IC members are paired with business unit members.  
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activities were organized in relation to one another. 
Furthermore, we highlight our role(s) we as facilitators 
and participants. Here we use the first and last 
workshops from Innovation Camp II to exemplify the 
people principle, before ending with a set of guidelines.  
ETHNOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATIONS CLASH WITH 
MOBILE TECHNOLOGY KNOWLEDGE 
The first workshop during Innovation Camp II sought to 
support the budding agenda of the ST&IC’s Mobile 
Technology Group. During the workshop, we focused 
on a clash between the ethnographic material, conducted 
during previous research, and the fresh experience of 
the workshop participants, in a generative activity to 
create future scenarios of mobile technology. The 
workshop was purposefully scheduled to follow the 
ST&IC’s Mobility Day, a one-day conference about 
trends in mobile technology. The participants had all 
attended Mobility Day. They were therefore asked to 
recount what they had valued from mobility day during 
a group discussion as input to their subsequent group 
work with the ethnographic representations. They 
ultimately created video recorded future scenarios of 
mobile technology in use. As organizers, we sought to 
bring the richness of the potential clients of mobile 
technology into a working relationship with knowledge 
presented at the Mobility Day. Furthermore, the 
knowledge was filtered through the perceived value of 
the ST&IC members.  
This example sheds light on our roles as organizers and 
facilitators. While Mack held a position as business 
anthropologist within ST&IC and she found the relevant 
ethnographic material for the activities, the four of us 
prepared the material through a series of emails and 
meetings. Clark and Larsen then facilitated the 
workshop, and Mack was a participant with her 
colleagues in ST&IC. The use of the ethnographic 
material and the way we arranged the participants in 
relation to their recent experience, represents a shift in 
focus from us, the researchers, as carriers of valued 
knowledge, to that of orchestrators of knowledge 
sharing activity and knowledge generating activity. In 
this role, we focus on what types of "clashes” may 
stimulate important framings and relationships.  
We approach the role of organizer cautiously, however. 
We draw on what anthropologist Victor Turner (1982: 
100) has referred to as an “ethnodramaturg.” Similar to 
a theatre director, the researcher is in a position of 
attempting to organize how people interact by providing 
them occasions to engage and asking them to take 
certain roles throughout an activity. However, their 
“performance” is unpredictable. The social shaping of 
innovation cannot be grasped through a single event 
however. It is not merely an activity to be conducted by 
members of an individual group. Rather, we look to 
how people can play different roles over time, in 
varying constellations of participants.  
MOBILE TECHNOLOGY CLASH WITH BUSINESS NEED 
AND CUSTOMER VALUE 
 If we fast-forward to the final workshop of Innovation 
Camp II at the company headquarters, we find 13 
ST&IC members paired up with 13 members of 
different Pitney Bowes business units from around the 
US (see Figure 1.). The majority of the business unit 
representatives flew to Stamford for the morning’s 2-
hour activity. The workshop focused on how mobile 
technology could enable new business for the business 
units. It ended with 13 opportunity scenario 
presentations. At this point in the intervention, the way 
in which people and representations of people and 
practice overlap and are interwoven can appear blurry. 
Up until the beginning of the final workshop, who 
would participate and how the activity would be 
organized was still falling into place. For example, in 
preparation for the workshop the day before, Henry and 
Brendon conducted short phone interviews with the 
business unit representatives, learning about their 
current priorities while explaining the purpose of the 
workshop. Additionally, we worked with the mobility 
group to prepare the mobile technology scenarios from 
the first workshop, by creating shorter video clips for 
introducing the mobility concepts. And furthermore, we 
help long discussions about the best way to organize the 
sequence of activities and the complementary material. 
During the workshop, we paired the business unit 
representatives with one member of ST&IC. This 
provided a thread from the Mobility Day and the mobile 
technology scenario creation to the final workshop. The 
pair’s task was to identify costumers from each business 
unit representative and to together create a new mobile 
business to support the customer’s work. By extending 
the proverbial thread and concept development from the 
ethnographic studies in the first workshop to the end 
costumer in the last, we seek to demonstrate that our 
goal is not to orchestrate the discovery of the best idea 
alone, but to focus on the productive clashes of 
perspective along the way, that can reframe and shape 
the conditions under which an idea can be shaped and 
supported.   
During Innovation Camp I, a group proposed the ‘fire-
fighter’s life net’ as an appropriate metaphor for 
thinking about people. A fire-fighter’s life net works 
because there are enough people ‘around’ it at any one-
time, who adjust grips as necessary, but it is not 
dependent upon any one person to serve its purpose. 
Regardless of an individual’s participation around the 
net, the activities continue. During Innovation Camp II, 
fluctuating between working in small groups and 
presenting in plenum in different constellations 
overtime both celebrated roles of the individuals and 
diminished the dependence on any specific person. The 
Power section will further shed light on the nuances of 
negotiating participation and the formation of 
interdependencies throughout the intervention. We 
conclude with the guidelines developed to support the 
people principle:  
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§ Create different modes of engagement (Active vs. 
passive, Short term vs. long term) 
§ Invite guests, think ‘packs’ of people 
§ Invite critics, invite supporters, challenge ideas 
§ (Re)define roles regularly (Learner vs. expert) 
§ Nourish the core group of participants. 
2: IDEAS RESONATE WITH CONTEXTS  
The second proposition focuses on context. Context is 
broadly seen as the environment that frames thinking 
and action—in the anthropological sense it is all the 
cultural elements that influence activities and outcomes. 
Our focus in the social shaping of innovation is 
primarily the spatial and temporal aspects of context—
how the specific confluence of time and place impacts 
the circumstances and influences the participants that 
converge there. At PB, the broad timing of the 
workshops meant extreme changes in the company’s 
structure and strategic focus, and even what people were 
able to participate. Yet timing matters on a day-to-day 
level as well. Other deadlines, surrounding meetings, 
and even moods are affected between a morning 
workshop midweek and one on Friday afternoon.  
Location can likewise be an influencer on different 
scales. Suchman et. al. proposed that innovation, and 
material activities are driven by place. They were 
specifically interested in 	  “the question of how the 
futures enacted in these sites are shaped by their 
location - by being ‘somewhere in particular’” 
(Suchman et. al, 2009, 2). Their view of location is 
focused on geography—Silicon Valley versus Northern 
Scotland and Hungary. We argue that the environment 
that frames the thinking and actions that lead to 
innovation is influential and changeable on an even 
smaller level. We have observed ideas changing in 
practice as they move between physical locations within 
the same general area, such as from R&D office out to 
the users, or up to management.  
In order to develop and test the principle, we 
experimented with enforced changes of context, moving 
workshops to different rooms and buildings on different 
days. We held some workshops in the building where 
ST&IC was based, and some in the corporate 
headquarters 40 miles away. Over the course of a single 
day, we moved a workshop from one room to another, 
changing the physical setup from a U-shape of tables to 
chairs in a circle. We observed that in different settings, 
participants vary their level of engagement, and 
interestingly, the location affects the expectations 
participants had going into the sessions. For instance, 
sessions in the headquarters led to a different level of 
dress, as well as the expectation of more formality and a 
“business-like” atmosphere—which we did not 
necessarily provide, Figure 2. 
The guidelines developed based on these experiments to 
utilize context include:  
§ First, establish a base camp to bring all stakeholders 
together. When working across different groups, 
find a place to meet that is shared ground, rather 
than the “territory” of one group.  
§ Second, visit the source(s) of the idea to experience 
the local knowledge and practice. This may be the 
customer site, R&D, the manufacturing floor, or 
corporate offices.  
§ Third, change location to shake up the status quo—
don’t always be in the same place.  
§ Fourth, take ideas to where stakeholders are. This 
also means thinking broadly about who the 
stakeholders are and where they are.  
§ Finally, travel in small groups beyond the bounds 
of the current idea. Go on fieldtrips and 
conferences, and bring what is learned back to 
others.  
Our contention is that the influence of context on 
innovation rests in the specificity of both time and 
place. While there may not always be control over it, the 
impact is there nonetheless. This notion of context 
challenges the much cherished notion of a ‘free flow of 
ideas’ as seen for instance in the digital idea bank 
systems, brought in in place in large organizations with 
the intent to share ideas across all employees. Given that 
remote work and remote participation are a growing 
reality in the global corporate world, we need to 
continue to experiment with ways to situate innovation. 
An additional challenge is the virtual world as a “place” 
itself where customers reside and where innovations 
may become instantiated.  
 
Figure 2: Shifting contexts—informal dress and collaborative seating at 
R&D facility (above) vs. straight tables and business attire at 
headquarters (below). 
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3: IDEAS THRIVE IN MULTIPLE FORMATS  
The third proposition reflects the observation that ideas 
develop in a practice of shifting between tangible 
formats. Prototypes, video, paper, pictures, and 
performance all enable abstract ideas to be 
conceptualized and discussed across the boundaries of 
different disciplines and businesses. This challenges the 
preference for PC friendly textual formats in larger 
organizations, as well as the view of presenter/ audience 
dichotomy. Theoretically, this proposition builds on 
Star’s (1989) concept of boundary objects, Schön’s 
(1992) view of design as a conversation with the 
material of the situation, and Brandt’s (2005) things to 
think with. As design ethnographers we have developed 
a practice of engaging tangible materials when 
discussing ideas, and even ‘embedding’ ethnographic 
insight into material formats (Buur & Sitorus 2007). 
Three cases may demonstrate how we work with this 
principle to develop ‘formats’ far beyond static 
representations of thoughts. 
 SCULPTURES OF FACILITATION PRACTICE 
During Innovation Camp I one of the workshops aimed 
at introduce new methods of facilitation to employees 
who were often charged with the responsibility of 
facilitating collaborative sessions. Realising that the 
participants each brought along valuable experience of 
their own, Buur and Clark challenged them to ‘cut their 
experience into cardboard sculptures’ – the height of 
each sculpture representing the duration of a successful 
session in hours, and each side illustrating, respectively, 
programme flow and results generated. Then, the simple 
question ‘What do we notice?’ spurred a rich dialogue 
comparing experiences of facilitating. Here, the 
cardboard sculptures by their unexpected format 
challenge the participants to turn their experiences 
concrete, and by doing so they actually develop a shared 
code to talk about core issues in their practice. As every 
person is present in the form of sculptures, no one is 
incidentally left out of the conversation. 
FIGURINES AND SHOEBOX COMPANIES 
In Innovation Camp II, Larsen and Clark introduced 30 
cm tall figurines to focus the discussion on ‘users’ and 
‘what we know about them’. The participants were 
challenged to ‘dress up’ the figurines with post-it notes 
to tell what characteristics the participants found 
important for the project. The figurines act as a 
‘receptacle’ for experience that the participants come to 
share. With their person-like appearance they help build 
recognition and empathy. Later, the participants ‘dress 
up’ shoeboxes in a similar fashion – as customers they 
find important for the project. This use of formats 
encourages a user- and customer-centred perspective on 
the designed concepts. 
MOBILE VIDEOS IN YOUR POCKET 
Towards the end of that same workshop, we challenged 
participants to use the figurines and customers they had 
created to act out small scenarios with new mobile 
technologies and imagined services provided by PB in a 
near future. It is most common in the design community 
to document such scenarios on video (e.g. Ylirisky & 
Buur 2007), but here we made a twist: We asked the 
business unit representatives to use their own mobile 
phones to record the scenarios, then circulate the videos 
to the other members of the groups. This was our 
attempt to shift ownership of the ideas and the 
presentations to the participants themselves, rather than 
let the organisers ‘own’ the recordings. For this 
principle we propose the following guidelines: 
§ Prototype to create shared experiences, shared 
language, shared mission 
§ Fit the idea format to audience and context. Match 
the stage of project life-cycle 
§ Use a variety of formats to turn generative: Paper, 
materials, video, performances etc. Try out formats 
§ you are not familiar with! 
§ Think of metaphors and depict them 
§ Engage resources as building material and as 
catalysts 
§ Prototype the business too! 
It is clear that tangible formats like these create 
engagement and ownership with participants. Every 
shift from one format to another brings a challenge of 
seeing ideas in a new light. Theoretically there is still 
much to learn about why precisely tangible objects work 
to support collaborative work, but most facilitators who 
have tried will agree that they do work. 
4: IDEAS MOVE WITH POWER  
In the Innovation Camp I from 2009 “governance” was 
brought in as the fourth proposition. However in the 
work up to the second Innovation Camp we change the 
wording to “power,” as our experiences below will 
explain. By the time of the second set of workshops in 
October 2010, the company had been through quite a 
few changes, including a restructuring of the corporate 
R&D group into the Strategic Technology and 
Innovation Center (ST&IC). The new group had the 
responsibility to facilitate cross business unit innovation 
forums and was challenged with new areas of 
technology development, such as mobile.  
Figure 3: Multiple formats - workshop facilitators compare experienc-
es using cardboard sculptures. 
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NEGOTIATING THE THEME 
The specific theme of the second set of workshops was 
negotiated in a series of Skype meetings that included 
the authors and the manager in charge of the ST&IC 
Mobile Technology group. Given the new situation, the 
interaction with the business units was important to her, 
and we quickly agreed that the work should involve a 
workshop in which the specialists from ST&IC met with 
employees from the Business Units. She had contacts 
within the business units, and in our preparation for the 
workshop the conversations evolved around which 
themes would (based on her experience) be important 
for her contacts in the Business Units, and what might 
convince them to participate in such a workshop.  
As we circled around which themes the business units 
might be willing to work on, one theme was seen by her 
as not interesting enough for them, another as too 
political. Mobility was proposed as a theme quite early, 
but it was difficult for her to come to a final decision on 
a topic. In addition to waiting for a decision, often 
during the Skype meetings we found ourselves waiting 
for her to join the call, and often she participated on a 
bad mobile line on top of the not very stable Skype line. 
We became dependent on her, in a way that the term 
governance did not precisely address, and we felt that 
she had the power over us since we could not move 
forward without her support.   
Dahl (1957: 202-3) describes power as: “A has power 
over B to the extent that he can get B to do something 
that B would otherwise not do.” Pettigrew (1977) focus 
on the individual “will and skill” to exert power and 
Pfeffer (1992) see power as a tool to get things done. 
Mintzberg (1983: 4) is in the same line when he see 
power as “the capacity to effect (or affect) 
organizational outcomes,” and essentially the same view 
is behind Kotter’s way of understanding change.  
Elias (1998) argues that power is often perceived as a 
thing, like a kind of amulet that someone holds in the 
pocket and that “power over” views are founded on the 
assumption that power is a commodity that can be 
possessed. Since we had to wait for the manager to 
decide, it is seductively easy to link up to such an 
understanding. She was the gate-keeper to the business 
units we had to wait for her, so she had a power token 
that she could exert over us, as well as over her working 
group in that sense, and her will and skill to exercise 
that gave her a possibility to get things done. However, 
this would be a far too narrow way of understanding 
what happened. The manager really wanted the 
workshops to happen, since she saw this as an 
opportunity to create a different relation to the business 
units. However, she needed them to take part, and she 
was looking for arguments, that she believed she could 
convince them. So she asked us for a clear answer on 
what kind of outcome she could promise the people 
from the business units. Over several Skype 
conversations this became quite a heated theme; as 
researchers we could not and did not want to guarantee 
any particular outcome. At a particular moment some 
of us suggested her to contact some organizational 
consultants instead of bringing us in, if she wanted such 
a promise. In that sense, we also held a form of power in 
relation to her. Elias argues for power as mutual 
interdependency, a quality of the relation in which 
people in the interaction are dependent of each other. 
Elias says: “In so far as we are more dependent on 
others than they are on us, they have power over us, 
whether we become dependent on them by their use of 
naked force or by need to be loved, our need for money, 
healing, status, a career, or simply for excitement” 
(Elias, 1998: 132). However, for Elias power is not only 
one-sided and he perceives the interdependencies to be 
at the same time creative and destructive. 
If these workshops were to become reality, we had to 
come to agreement of the terms. If we take such a 
perspective on power, the explanation becomes 
different. In the attempt to take action together, we were 
dependent on each other. The interdependency is 
enabling, although at the same time constraining. As 
long as the manager could see a point in bringing us, 
and we could see an interest in going, we were in such a 
mutual interdependency. Breaking it would mean that 
we could not do the second series of workshops. How-
ever, taking the particular situation in the company in 
mind, she was at the same time in other interdependen-
cies, she worked on building a stronger relationship 
with the business units - which in these terms is 
similarly an attempt to create stronger interdependencies 
and in the end, the manager found her way through with 
three business units. So if we look at power as 
interdependencies, in this situation the negotiations 
turned out as enabling the forthcoming work. 
INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION 
Drawing on Elias, Stacey (2011) noticed that such 
interdependencies are going on in processes of inclusion 
and exclusion, in which people negotiate their identity. 
We experienced this clearly on the second day of 
Innovation Camp II. After the first workshop day we 
had planned to meet with the Mobile Technology team. 
Within the team there were different opinions about the 
work of the first day, and one of the participants had 
sent a mail around to the rest of the group the night 
before, asking some challenging questions. However, 
the same morning, the manager had an opportunity to 
bring Clark and Larsen into a telephone conversation 
with one of the stakeholders from a business unit, as a 
way to establish a relation to him. Consequently we 
were delayed almost an hour in the meeting with the rest 
of the team, and when we entered the room, we were 
met with quite a tense atmosphere. In the manager’s 
attention towards creating a relation with the business 
units, we ended up in creating a sense of exclusion 
among people on the team that occasioned an immediate 
negotiation of the meaning of the project between us. 
Rather than view these as major distractions, it is 
precisely working through these conflicts that often sets 
the stage for further engagement of the participants.  
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FIND THE NEXT STEP OR KILL THE IDEA 
The final workshop took place in the headquarters. 
After a presentation of future technology options from 
members of the ST&IC group, participants worked in 
small groups that mixed backgrounds. We asked each 
pair to identify a customer. As an example, the manager 
was paired together with a manager from the small 
business unit, and on the spot they co-created a small 
wine company, and negotiated what such a company 
would need in the future (Figure 3). From here they 
created ideas that PB could develop that might be 
helpful for this company. Within a few hours 13 ideas 
were developed and finally presented, and the session 
was almost coming to an end. However, we were 
sceptical of a common result of collaborative design 
workshops, where, as much as people may have enjoyed 
the collaborative work, they leave knowing from 
experience they will not follow-up due to once the 
interdependencies that enabled the ideas to be created 
are then broken. So we asked each pair to assess their 
idea, and either agree to kill the idea right away or agree 
on a next step by answering the question of “who is the 
next to be involved” (Shaw, 2005). Our intention in 
doing this was to enable the participants to see beyond 
the ideas as the end result, and rather to see the ideas as 
a means to create further interdependencies that could 
increase the collaboration.   
Based on interventions like this, we argue that power 
relationships are interdependencies that both constrain 
the mutual interaction and enable ideas to move 
forward. This challenges ideas of power as possessed by 
individuals. In the complex processes of relating (Stacey 
2011) between the stakeholders, ideas are negotiated 
and the necessary support may or may not emerge. We 
have seen how we position ourselves as “idea 
negotiators” in such processes of inclusion and 
exclusion, with negotiations of power, ownership, trust 
and attempts of risk aversion. We have seen how a 
manager can influence and be influenced and that power 
interdependencies are constraining and enabling at the 
same time.  
We developed the following guidelines: 
§ Recognize that we are in different power 
interdependencies, maybe with different goals and 
approaches. 
§ Conversation is critical; take part in the on-going 
negotiations of the work and the goals.  
§ Ask yourself, who is the next to be involved, and be 
prepared to also be challenged on your own 
perspective. 
§ Don’t assume management to have all the answers, 
but ask for the interdependencies they are part of.  
§ Too much governance impedes creativity. While 
strict directions might seem appropriate, an open 
negotiation might create more opportunities. 
EMBRACING THE PRINCIPLES 
By exploring the principles of People, Context, Format 
and Power for the social shaping of innovation, we have 
consolidated key aspects worth addressing to foster 
innovation. We believe that these principles of 
innovation are just that—principles to be aware of and 
adapt to as we traverse innovation landscapes. We are 
not proposing a no-fail process of innovation; rather we 
see techniques to approach different environments and 
to orchestrate interactions in ways we believe will 
contribute to success. As the Innovation Camp II 
demonstrates, not only do we intervene in the on-going 
complexities of organizations in flux, but we also 
intervene in the on-going relations and 
interdependencies on an individual and group levels. 
There was no single grand idea for Pitney Bowes that 
developed out of either the first or second set of 
workshops as a current product; however, there are 
threads of people, context, format, and governance that 
have persisted. The strongest of these may be the 
knowledge and experience of adapting participatory 
techniques in ways that include these four principles and 
carry out over time rather than single events (Mack 
2013). Relationships also carry forward—despite many 
changes in personnel at Pitney Bowes since we began, 
several of the business managers still turn to ST&IC 
(and vice versa) to help make things happen. And while 
none of the ideas from the workshop are clearly 
identified in current products, a set of mobile location 
aware concepts merged into an application framework 
that has been further developed by ST&IC engineers, in 
collaboration with a product group. The principles in the 
social shaping of innovation provide guides for moving 
from understanding and explaining socio-material 
practice, to that of intervening in on-going practice. We 
claim that ideas move with people, in a particular way 
in which not any single individual owns or holds the 
idea, and consequently we cannot say that any 
individual is the most important, as in the “firefighter’s 
life net” metaphor. However not everyone has the same 
influence, there are power configurations in play. By 
addressing these issues in practice, and developing ways 
of appreciate the role of practice and format in support, 
we have developed a way of guiding our decisions so to 
de-focus the individual and the single idea.  
 
Figure 4: ST&IC and business unit managers presenting their idea. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper contributes to a theoretical discussion 
of creation of innovation with participants in, or 
outside, organisations. We address the creation of 
innovation with a complex theoretical 
understanding drawing on the Scandinavian and 
the Participatory Design tradition introducing two 
approaches to the processes of innovation. We ask 
if innovation can be initiated and enhanced looking 
at two collaborative approaches; participatory 
innovation (PIN) and cooperative innovation 
(COIN). We invite to dialogue and reflections on 
PIN’s conflict and creative frictions on one side 
and COIN’s complexity, complementarity in 
diversity and the didactic scaffolding of the 
innovation process on the other side. Our 
contribution focuses on the methods and practices 
for facilitation of co-creating activities between 
different groups leading to cooperation, and 
innovation in thinking. 
INTRODUCTION 
The understanding of innovation has changed with the 
global dynamics providing new conditions and 
challenges within environmental issues and market 
possibilities. A subsequence of more intensive focus and 
research on innovation has brought new understanding 
to innovation also perceiving it as a social phenomenon, 
a team effort (Prahalad 2008), (Trott 2008), (McElroy 
2002). The reason is that emphasis is put on the 
intangible role of relations, the way users, or 
stakeholders, interact in the process of innovation where 
knowledge sharing understanding and collaboration are 
key factors to the capability of innovation. 
The new child in the street is collaborative innovation, 
sometimes referred to as university-industry 
collaboration (Chen 2008), but most often described as 
cross-sectorial (Hipp 2012). One of the more interesting 
approaches is Participatory Innovation (PIN) coined by 
Jacob Buur in connection with the creation of SPIRE 
(Sønderborg Participatory Innovation Research), which 
is both multidisciplinary and cross-sectorial including a 
theatre and its actors. PIN is founded on close 
collaboration with SMEs and has a strong foundation in 
understanding users, not only as consumer, but also as 
producers. PIN takes people’s practices and needs as 
starting point to generate business opportunities and 
innovation is understood as unfolding of new meanings. 
Cooperative Innovation (COIN) is another approach and 
it has grown out of research based education focusing 
on entrepreneurship and innovation (Ortiz, Herlau, 
Rasmussen 2006). It also has a multi stakeholder 
approach and the focus is understanding of the 
stakeholders; the organization, the task, the client, the 
context. The model has been further developed in an 
EU–Latin America cooperation.  
The PIN conferences represent a new scientific topic 
still in the making, and there is a need for theoretical 
reflections, empirical studies and dialogue to qualify the 
field. With the aim of inviting to open dialogue and 
contributing to a theoretical framework, we explore the 
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differences between the two approaches and their 
understanding of the innovation process by mapping out 
the diversity through analysis. 
We start out with a presentation of PIN, which has been 
documented in several publications and is the grounding 
of the PIN conferences. This is followed by a 
presentation of COIN, which we take as the perspective 
from which we enter the dialogue. We introduce the 
theoretical frame and the didactic design which 
scaffolds the cooperative process. We continue by 
explaining the empirical setting and then move into the 
analysis. The analysis allows us to conceptualize our 
findings and in a final discussion we reflect of the 
differences. PIN collaboration is founded on theatre and 
participants (actors/researchers/audience) (Buur and 
Larsen 2010), and on a priori set design tasks among 
students from different cultures (Sproedt 2012). The 
advantage of this approach is that it allows for iterative 
unfolding of the empirical process and accounts for the 
development of the concept of innovation. Also COIN 
is cross cultural. Working with cooperative innovation 
in a real life context, in Argentina in the case reported 
here is a constituting factor for the unfolding of the 
process. The scaffolding by a didactic model invites to 
iterative progression of the innovation process.  
PARTICIPATORY INNOVATION  
PIN identifies ways for industry and public sector to 
expand innovation through the participation of 
stakeholders – both on a strategic level, in methods and 
day-to-day interactions. PIN’s perspective is the 
organization, but Buur and Matthews (2008) argue 
innovation cannot come solely from within an 
organization. It happens ‘in the ‘breaking of the waves’ 
between people outside and people inside – because 
‘they have different stakes and perspectives’ (Buur 
2011). Buur and Sproedt (2011) propose participatory 
innovation as a cross-disciplinary “integrated process to 
user-driven innovation when applying user-centred 
development practices in the industry where key points 
are co-creation, sense-making and market orientation 
aiming to generate knowledge and business 
opportunities”. 
Buur comes from the Scandinavian IS tradition also 
drawing on traditions from Participatory Design (PD). 
PIN mirrors the ideal of collaboration and dialogue as 
the foundation for development, but PIN is defined to 
seek; “to combine the strength of PD and design 
anthropology while expanding towards a market 
orientation” (Buur and Matthew 2008). This is a radical 
change from PD, which constitutes the new paradigm of 
collaborative innovation. It is the double purpose of PIN 
with a dedicated market activity that takes 1) people’s 
practices and needs as starting point to generate 2) 
business opportunities in the form of product and 
services.  
These issues also herald radical changes from the 
traditional Scandinavian co-operative approach of user 
driven innovation. A strong market orientation and 
management are addressed by Buur and Larsen (2010), 
at the same time maintaining users as point of departure 
inviting them to participate. This takes the authors right 
back into the Scandinavian traditions, but seems to 
embed a dilemma in relation to PD and the 
Scandinavian approach. Users are invited because of 
their understanding of the market, because it contributes 
to product development. Management is addressed 
when pointing out the uncertainty and complexity of the 
innovation process. The authors argue for less 
management acknowledging that management may lead 
to conflicts and friction; “innovation as a social 
phenomenon with a high degree of uncertainty and 
complexity requires more relating and less managing to 
use conflict as a resource by turning the friction 
between different knowledge traditions into creative 
friction” (Buur and Sproedt 2010). Hence they see 
conflict as a creative resource, and address this focusing 
on the quality of conversation. They ask which 
interactions seem to bring about innovation and 
approach the question from an understanding of the key 
concepts in PIN; collaboration and dialogue as crossing 
intentions and creation of friction. They talk of creative 
friction, and see it as the core in the innovation process.  
One of the very interesting methods of PIN is 
improvisational theatre where participants reflect upon 
the actions of others followed by reflection on the play 
and the invitation to contribute with suggestions some 
of which are acted out in the theatre. The data capture is 
video recorded verbal dialogues, which are analysed 
using conversational interaction analysis. Innovation is 
understood as the creation of new meaning and the seed 
of innovation is in the conflict. Managing this conflict 
as creative friction – they argue - invites unfolding of 
new meanings, hence innovation. 
COOPERATIVE INNOVATION  
CO-operative INnovation (CO-IN) is, like PIN, also 
embedded in the historically developed Scandinavian 
tradition of cooperation. CO-IN draws on the 
PentaHelix model with participants from the enterprises, 
public authorities, engaged citizens, researchers, but 
COIN also includes Non-Governmental Organizations 
(NGOs) and public institutions each representing 
complementarity perspectives. It has a strong foundation 
in regional and local development (Bach, Nielsen, 
Bruun de Neergaard and Rasmussen, 2011), and has 
been further unfolded in a EU-Latin America 
collaboration on regional and local sustainable market 
development innovation (Nielsen, Yaganeh and 
Rasmussen 2013). In CO-IN there are three constituting 
factors; regional and local focus, cross-sectorial and 
multidisciplinary participation, and the didactic design 
as a frame for the cooperation for innovation understood 
as a change of thought. 
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FRAMING COOPERATIVE INNOVATION 
The environmental and economic crisis is global. The 
economic tsunami and its consequences on a global 
scale must be addressed by a complexity a richness and 
a diversity in approaches and conceptualizations. New 
data access draws our attention Ostroms’ theory of 
knowledge as commons, which is essential for the 
economic theory developed. Hess & Ostrom (2005) 
points out the change from fitting the world into simple 
theoretical models to new more complex frameworks: 
“contemporary research on the outcomes of diverse 
institutional arrangements for governing common-pool 
resources (cPrs) and public goods at multiple scales 
builds on classical economic theory while developing 
new theory to explain phenomena that do not fit in a 
dichotomous world of “the market” and “the state” 
(ibid). The convergence of financial circles of upturns 
and downturns calls for methods to develop new ways 
of supporting regional industries and the ever-changing 
labour markets and societies. Bruntland’s (1987) 
encouragement to ‘Think global, act local’ is a strong 
support of the idea of incorporating a multiple 
perspective in the innovation process that still stands. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY  
CO-IN builds on complexity, from stakeholders, 
organizations, objectives, client, contexts and users. To 
capture this complexity, Bohr’s (1958) principle of 
complementarity may be of help. It refers to his famous 
study of light. Bohr discovered that light is both particle 
and wave. One cannot eliminate the other; they exist 
side by side, though an observer cannot study both at 
the same time. They are complementary perspectives 
which both contribute to completing a description of the 
phenomenon; even they may logically exclude each 
other. ”In fact, data ... simply supplement each other and 
can be combined into a consistent picture of the 
behaviour of the object under investigation.”  
This concept of complementary is important in a multi-
perspective project, because of the diversity of 
participants, their different walks of life, knowledge and 
competences. This requires openness for careful 
reflection and investigation to allow the 
complementarity to unfold. In the cross-sectorial, multi- 
disciplinary projects the interaction needs to create 
space for the enhancement of the explicit and the tacit, 
for contradictions and paradoxes as the cooperation 
unfold. It is in this meeting in ‘bordering spaces’ that 
innovation may grow.  
In an analysis of collaborative practices Muller (2003) 
talks about a third space, the hybrid realm. He suggests 
that in the boundary region between two domains there 
is a region of “overlap, or hybridity that contains an 
unpredictable and changing combination of attributes of 
each of the two bordering spaces”. Muller has borrowed 
the concept of hybridity from Bhabha’s (1994) work on 
location of culture. Bhabha’s area of concern was 
colonization, in which natives find themselves caught 
between their own traditional culture and the new 
imposed culture of their colonizers. In their effort to 
survive they continually negotiate and re-create their 
identities, while, at the same time creating a new hybrid, 
or a third culture. Building on cultural complexity, we 
use the concept of the space-in-between to understand 
cooperative innovation as the unfolding relation 
between the diversity of stakeholders resulting in the 
unfolding of a common ground.  
A pre-requisite for interacting in the third space is 
communication and listening to, understand the “other”. 
In his theory of communicative action Habermas (1986) 
introduces the distinction between life-world and its 
communicative action and system-world and strategic 
action. The communicative action is a true dialogue 
between rational arguing participants in terms of 
comprehension, truth, rightness, and trustworthiness. In 
true dialogue there are, ideally, no hidden agendas, and 
the participants meet with open minds and with the 
understanding that the best argument will win.  
The ideal communicative action requires that the 
dialogue process is a learning process where 
participants listen to each other, and hear with great 
care, interact, communicate and negotiate meaning 
which may lead to rearrangement, renewal or to 
fundamental reorganization of their understandings and 
perspectives. This implies that communicative acts – the 
dialogues – also provide the possibility to reflect and 
accommodate one’s own understanding and goals in 
cooperation to those of the others and to reflect on one’s 
own understandings and worldview. Hence the dialogue 
is a mutual learning process enabling changes in 
thoughts and the unfolding of a distributed cognition. 
With this concept Salomon (1997) argues that cognition 
is a social construct unfolding through common 
objective and embedded in a cultural environment 
leading to a creative usage of knowledge as commons 
(2005) hence leading to innovation. 
METHODOLOGY AND EMPIRICAL DESIGN 
The background for our research on innovation and 
entrepreneurship is participation in an EU funded 
collaborative project with Latin America. To drive 
cross-sectorial and multidisciplinary collaboration and 
the innovation of new ideas the project has made 
extensive use of innovation workshops. We report on a 
workshop, which ran over two days, with a total number 
of 24 participants, a minimum number of 17, out of 
which 15 participated in the whole workshop. Due to 
participants’ other obligations the workshop was 
flexible, but continuity was secured by having three 
groups that all had a core of 3-4 members participating 
during the whole period of the workshop. The 
participants came from the business sector, public 
services, university research, Ministry of Technology 
and Innovation, university students and a concerned 
citizen.  
The workshop was divided into two main sessions. First 
part was: Idea Generation, Conceptualization and 
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Visualization. The second part was: Reflection and 
Action (cf. table 1). The workshop was organized as a 
structured but flexible program around concepts and 
activities, which served as boundary objects for the 
cooperation. According to Star (1989) a boundary object 
is an analytical concept suggesting that objects are 
dynamic enough to adapt to individual and the groups´ 
interpretations and the constraints of the many parties 
employing them, but also robust enough to maintain a 
common identity across understandings. This is 
essential when moving from individual work and one 
social world to collaborative work and different social 
worlds to reach common ground and develop collective 
minds. 
In the qualitative study the following material was 
collected from each group and in the sequence listed: 1) 
individual list keyword, 2) list of common keywords 
from the group, 3) a collection of pictures illustrating 
each listed common keyword, 4) a digital story 
consisting of the picture and the common keyword 
transformed into a digital story, 5) a Mind Map [2] and 
finally 6) a framework for the business plan. The core in 
the study is the processes of innovation and the analysis 
focus on new issues introduced during the process; 
following new concepts, new ideas as well as changes 
and what is carried into the next step.  
We first conducted a vertical analysis of each groups’ 
products following the steps of the process. From pure 
registration of data we moved into questioning: What 
did the data say, how was it related to the content of the 
next set of data, what changes took place, what was 
carried over? In the final vertical analysis we looked at 
the original concepts and ideas and how did they 
change, or got lost, during the process. We then 
conducted a horizontal analysis. Again we follow the 
process step by step, but this time across all three 
groups and again focus is on concepts, ideas, iterations 
of these and what is lost, what is radically new.  
THE DIDACTIC DESIGN 
CO-IN addresses innovation by using the methodology 
of a didactic model, which moves participants from 
participation to cooperation. The model builds on the 
key concepts dialogue and complementarity that are 
embedded in the didactic design and potentially enhance 
and scaffold potential innovative processes. Tools are 
also data and knowledge drawn from the Internet and 
through these participants produce and reflect leading to 
changes in thinking, meta-reflection and knowledge 
construction. This paves the way for speech acts and 
cognition of complementary perspectives including 
contradictory perspectives, dilemmas and conflicts. 
The didactic model constitutes, enhances and scaffolds 
cognitive, social, emotional and sensuous approaches to 
the world, hence in the cooperative process; innovation 
is understood as changes in thought processes. The 
didactic design brings together perspectives, activities 
and different media of expressions in a progression of 
steps. Through the design the participant is moved from 
a personal, individual perspective to a common, we 
perspective. This is scaffolding a process where 
reflection-in-action ties together the multiple ideas, 
concepts, emotions and actions.  
 
Table 1: The Didactic Model for scaffolding 
POINT OF VIEW: FROM PERSONAL TO WE  
Starting with a personal and engaging perspective, a 
“personal-point-of-view” (step 1 and 2) will ease the 
gradual move into group tasks and to a “we-point-of-
view”. During this process the participants have to 
address diversity in perspectives (step 3 and step 7) and 
relate these to the “we- point-of-view” (step 4-6 and 8-
10). With this we address the essential challenge in 
cross-sectorial and multidisciplinary workshops: 
Participants come from different social worlds, with 
individual and often opposing, sometimes conflicting, or 
even incompatible points of view. The greatest 
challenge is to design activities that promote and 
enhance cooperation. The fundamental pre-requisite is 
to ensure that the individual participant can find 
her/him-self in the group perspective, which is the basis 
for the cooperation to unfold, for partnering to develop 
and to continually gain strength. This is where we find 
the foundation for a gradual growth of trust making the 
participants more sensitive to each other, and for the 
group perspective to unfold. 
ACTIVITY 
The focus on complexity is reflected in the activities the 
participants are asked to perform. The individual moves 
from written prose from an individual point-of-view, 
which s/he is then required to analyse and break down 
into to essential communicative keywords (step 1 and 2) 
the meaning of which has to be told to another 
participant and in return s/he has to listen to the other 
tell the meaning of their keywords (step 3). 
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Figure 1: Green group is collaborating on their picture story 
This telling and listening between two/four people then 
serves as basis for the next activity, which is through 
dialogue and in collaboration to reach a common ground 
expressed in a joint list of keywords (step 4), and then 
on to visualizations and design of a picture story which 
they have to present to all workshop members (step 5, 6 
and 7). The next assignment takes them back to 
language where they have to develop and present a 
Mind Map [10] (step 8 and 9), and in the final activity 
(step 10) they have to focus and make a decision 
discarding many ideas. 
The aim of taking the participants through such different 
activities is to let them start out in their own life-world 
and system-world and gradually place them in positions 
where they have to deal with the life-worlds and 
systemic worlds of the others, and to reach common 
ground through the process. They need to bring their 
whole being into the interaction. Through the many and 
very different dialogues the didactic design opens for a 
richness and diversity and complementarity in 
perspectives contribute to completing a description of 
the phenomenon from which innovation may unfold. 
The stepwise moves through the many activities where 
ideas have been discussed over and again allow for new 
ideas to evolve, and the result is a re-addressing of 
assignments, changing, or radically re-formulating, 
perspectives and understandings.  
MEDIA AND PRODUCT – FROM WRITTEN TO VERBAL 
TO VISUAL PICTURE STORIES AND BACK AGAIN 
Concurrently with the change-in-view, and the changing 
tasks the workshop products move from written, to 
verbal, to visual information and production, and back 
to a more formal product; a project which is a draft of 
an initial business plan. The objective is to integrate 
linguistic and visual data in participants ‘actual actions’ 
inviting their tacit knowing to come into play, 
enhancing the understanding unfolding and the process 
of bridging between linguistic knowledge and visual 
knowing. With this didactic design the objective is to 
open for and to capture complexity, interrelatedness and 
complementarity. This may also be used bridging the 
different methodological techniques. The complexity in 
products challenges the participants’ cognitive 
approaches. They have to create the same, but with 
different methodological techniques and tools and this 
may enhance cooperation and the innovative processes. 
ANALYSIS 
COMMON GROUND – KEYWORDS 
Each individual list of keywords was compared to the 
common list of keywords and overlaps of words were 
registered as well as new words added to their list. The 
focus of the analysis was construction of meaning. 
One of our main concerns was to enhance collaboration 
through true communication allowing for trust to build. 
The first move from individual to common list of 
keywords was – to us – a rather worrying challenge. But 
to our surprise the groups needed very little time to find 
common ground and identify the common keywords. 
They simply had no problem in negotiation meaning 
and reaching common ground. 
 
Figure 2: Example of four individual lists of words and the resulting 
list of common words on top (Yellow group) 
COLLECTIVE MIND PICTURES AND KEYWORDS 
For the pictures the groups selected we used Panofsky’s 
(1934/1972) model for analysis of pictures, and his 
three steps; pre-iconographic, iconographic and 
iconological. The analysis below explains the analytical 
concepts and serves to illustrate our analytical approach. 
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Figure 3: What is this? 
Pre-iconographical is what we can identify because it 
holds familiarity. It is the mere registration of what is in 
a picture: a green trolley with one wheel in the right 
back visible. The trolley has a frame support in the 
front. There are two wire baskets, one holds a white box 
with the text BEBIDAS in black on a yellow 
background. The middle wire basket is protruding, 
holds a role of kitchen paper towels and a partly 
transparent box with a pink lid. On top are several 
colourful thermos, some with black lids, some with 
cups. The trolley stands on grey cobblestones, and in the 
back on red pavement is a partly visible person 
standing. In the iconographical analysis we draw on our 
cultural knowledge, e.g. of literary sources adding more 
information to the analysis. A few examples: The old 
green trolley is on wheels. It is a small street Café 
selling hot and cold beverage to pedestrians. The 
iconological analysis refers to the symbolic world and 
also deals with the intention of the photographer; why 
did she take the picture? What is it she wants us to see? 
Why did she include it in this article? 
We will answer the last questions by including the title 
of the photo. Words add to the meaning of a picture, just 
as pictures add to the meaning of words. The title of the 
photo above is: Entrepreneurship in Argentina? 
WORDS AND PICTURES – PICTURE STORIES 
The groups then had to move into a new medium. They 
had to work with pictures, and with storytelling. 
Pictures talk to us in ways that are very different from 
those of words, and as Polanyi (1968) has described in 
the process of meaning construction tacit knowledge 
and tacit inferences play an essential role. This is why 
the task was included, it played on other cognitive 
processes than language, and invited senses and 
emotions to come into play. This would open for new 
ideas to evolve, new understandings to develop. This 
also being the weakness, as it could cause difficulties in 
the collaboration due to the many possible and 
individual and subjective interpretations the tasks 
opened for. 
In the analysis we compare the original sequence of 
common key words with the sequence in the story and 
finally we analyse the story. In the stories the 
participants had to combine their words with another 
medium; pictures. Once done, they had to engage in 
storytelling and construct the picture story. What the 
analysis showed was that pictures influenced the 
original sequence of the keywords for all three groups. 
But also telling a story – placing images and words in 
traditional story telling structure requiring the groups to 
work in yet another medium, influenced the sequence. 
Below is an example of the picture story also created by 
the yellow group: HOW THE CAT MET RODIN. 
Figure 4: Initial sequence of common keyword and the Picture story 
ILLUSTRATION CANNOT BE INCLUDED DUE TO 
COPYRIGHT 
The story can be read mainly two ways, clockwise or 
anti-clockwise, or following the grey arrows crisscross. 
The clock-wise reading is: The cat is curios and search 
for knowledge. But to do that the cat needs to link with 
other “cats” that is to communicate and interact. 
Through the interaction and communication the cat is 
learning – from the teacher. The learning leads to 
reflection and thinking, which leads to development of 
new curiosity, and the cat starts all over again. The anti-
clockwise reading is: The cat is curious and contributes 
to development through bright ideas. The cat reflects 
and thinks about the ideas and brings them into a 
teaching / learning scenario. This leads to 
communication and interaction with other “cats”, which 
leads to knowledge and a new curiosity. And the cat 
starts all over again. The picture story is a representation 
of the collective mind. A story where they not only 
inviting us to read the story forwards and backwards, 
but also crisscross. We leave it to the reader to tell the 
crisscross story, but the above remind us of proverb: 
“Curiosity killed the cat, satisfaction brought it back.” 
With this contribution to the understanding of the story 
we have moved into Panofskys’ iconological level. 
COLLECTIVE ACTION 
MIND MAP AND FRAMEWORK FOR THE BUSINESS 
PLAN 
Where the Picture Story is a vision, the MindMap 
(2009) is a technique, which builds both on creativity 
and logic. It helps unfold the vision and map it out in a 
coherent system. MindMap consist of two steps: Mind 
is the conceptual unfolding of the project space and 
Map is, as the word says, the mapping of the space. For 
the innovation process to continue, the participants have 
to address real opportunities and actions, and the aim 
with the Mind Map and the Framework for Business 
Plan is to take the participants to the last step in the 
move from life-world and its communicative action to 
system-world and strategic action. In this last phase the 
participants address aims and goals, actions, actors, 
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resources, external needs including economics and ICT. 
With this final scaffolding we have reached the last step 
in the didactic model, a plan for the collective action.  
REFLECTIONS 
CREATIVE FRICTION AND COMPLEMENTARITY  
… “participatory innovation may be perceived as a 
threat to existing institutional set-ups and the knowledge 
that is justified there” argues Sproedt (2011), with a 
reference to Schumpeter who describes creative 
destruction as the recombination of existing resources 
for the creation of new ones (Schumpeter 1912/ 1934). 
Sproedt also concludes – as Buur and Larsen (2010); 
“such conflicts can be resources” and they 
conceptualize them as creative frictions. The PIN setting 
for the collaborative innovation framework and the 
constitution of cross-sectorial stakeholders sees the 
complexity and diversity as a source for conflict. Their 
approach is to manage it as a creative friction. 
Maintaining users as point of departure and users as 
participants (producers) – because of their knowledge of 
market (as consumers) seem to embed, in their writings, 
an ambivalence towards management. It seems almost 
as if innovation is self-organized resulting in 
autonomous occurrences of innovative ideas being born 
of conflict and friction.  
 
CO-IN has dialogue and a didactic design as foundation. 
Together with the cross-sectorial and multidisciplinary 
perspectives, the model invites to reflection on one’s 
own understandings and worldview, and it scaffolds the 
handling of the complexity. The structured process for 
introduction and contemplation invites complementarity 
in all its richness, and together with the pedagogical 
model, ensuring the gradual movement from an 
individual perspective towards multi-perspectives and 
common ground, in the final stages requiring explicit 
and collective choices. This is the success of the 
didactic design, when participants create a third culture 
opening for entrepreneurial space of future actions. The 
pre-requisite for this is changes in thought processes 
leading to innovation.  
We suggest that the context for the development and 
implementation of the innovation models is the 
constituting factor. Buur (2008) argues from research 
where PIN is grounded in a business setting. Buur has 
an economic focus build into his model to shorten the 
way from idea generation to market. COIN argues for 
larger scale where the approach to innovation is to 
address cooperation from a cross-sectorial, cross 
cultural and multidisciplinary perspective in regional 
and local development. Besides, COIN understands 
value creation and economics differently; they lie in the 
creation of knowledge as commons.  
The different goals with the initiated processes of 
innovations are not the only constituting factor. Another 
is the methodological framing. In PIN it is the 
improvisational theatre whereas in COIN it is the 
didactic design scaffolding a process of cooperative 
learning, at the same time scaffolding the unfolding and 
construction of a cognitive process leading to 
knowledge as a commons. We do not really understand 
the way and the extent to which these two different 
methodological approaches constitute the process and 
our understandings. E.g. to us didactic scaffolding is not 
management, but an open method. The choice of means 
of expressions and products during the process enable 
flexibility in approaches and spaces for knowledge 
constructions and action. However, we can only reflect 
critically on our own design and theoretical frame to a 
certain extend. The approach embodies us – and we 
need eyes from outside to look in – and help us see the 
blind spots.   
Let us end this paper with a question: Conflict and 
creative frictions is one way of approaching innovation 
processes, another and complementary approach is 
Didactic design and complementarity. But how is our 
understanding constituted by the metaphors we live by? 
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ABSTRACT 
This study shows how to measure innovation 
capability through intellectual capital. It is argued 
in the paper that the appropriate measures, 
supported by intellectual capital management, can 
contribute to a significantly better understanding of 
innovation capability. As a result of the study, a 
framework for measuring innovation capability 
through intellectual capital lens is presented. Key 
issues to be addressed are highlighted and 
discussed. 
INTRODUCTION 
The ability to innovate is generally accepted as a critical 
success factor for the growth and future performance of 
firms, as well as the only means by which companies 
can sustain competitive advantage (Carayannis and 
Provance, 2008; Muller et al., 2005). Despite the 
consensus of the importance of innovation capability, 
the prior literature lacks the models of how innovation 
capability should be managed and measured (Adams et 
al., 2006).  
This may results from the variety of definitions of 
innovation capability, but also from a too narrow scope 
of the measures that covers only a certain types of 
innovations and organizations (Albaladejo and Romijn, 
2000). Furthermore, focusing only measurement of 
resources or outputs does not capture the dynamic 
components of innovation capability. This study uses 
the prior research of intellectual capital management, 
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which includes overlapping themes in relation to 
management of innovation capability. In contrast to 
innovation capability, intellectual capital has already 
become one of the key elements of companies’ business 
performance and its measurement, covering both the 
static and dynamic aspect of intellectual capital. The 
current study proposes that innovation capability needs 
a more sophisticated classification and should thus be 
examined both as a static and dynamic phenomenon to 
become managed and measured more effectively. 
This study examines whether the prior theories of 
intellectual capital management can be utilized in the 
measurement of innovation capability. The study is 
conducted by synthesizing current theories of 
innovation capability and intellectual capital 
management. This study does not focus on any specific 
types of (participatory, process, service or systematic 
innovations) innovation, because the dimensions of 
innovation capability can be seen behind of all these 
different types of innovation. As a contribution the 
study presents an intellectual capital-driven framework 
for the measurement of innovation capability.  
INNOVATION CAPABILITY 
DEFINITION 
The definition of innovation capability used in this 
study is based on dynamic capabilities theory by Teece 
and Pisano (1994). In their definition, dynamic 
capabilities refer to “subset of the competences or 
capabilities which allow the firm to create new products 
and processes and respond to changing market 
circumstances”. Competitive advantage, therefore, is 
based on distinctive processes, shaped by the firm’s 
asset positions and the evolutionary paths followed. 
Dynamic capabilities emphasise management 
capabilities and inimitable combinations of resources 
that cut across all functions. As a key mechanism for 
organisational growth and renewal, innovation is 
implicitly central to the theory (Lawson and Samson 
2001). 
Thus, innovation capability is defined based on previous 
work of Lawson and Samson (2001). Innovation 
capability aims to describe the resources and actions 
that can be taken to improve the success of innovation 
activities. Innovation capability itself is not a separately 
identifiable construct. The capability is composed of 
reinforcing practices and processes within the firm. 
These processes are a key mechanism for stimulating, 
measuring and reinforcing innovation (Lawson and 
Samson 2001). Innovation capability may not be a 
unitary set of attributes, meaning that different aspects 
may be needed to create different kinds of innovations 
(Francis and Bessant 2005). Any capability has some 
common components to it – leadership, organisational 
structures, corporate culture and values, enabling 
processes, tools, metrics, and skills. Each of these 
already exists within any company. Challenge is to alter 
these organisational elements accordingly – in ways 
best suited to specific company culture and ambitions 
(Skarzynski and Gibson 2008). A body of literature has 
identified these determinants shared by innovative 
organisations (e.g., Lawson and Samson 2001; Kallio et 
al. 2012; Romijn and Albaladejo 2002; Saunila and 
Ukko 2013; Skarzynski and Gibson 2008; Smith et al. 
2008). In this paper, innovation capability is divided 
into seven dimensions (representing the resources and 
actions presented by Lawson and Samson, 2001), 
following Saunila and Ukko’s (2013) study. The 
dimensions are participatory leadership culture, ideation 
and organising structures, work climate and well-being, 
know-how development, regeneration, external 
knowledge, and individual activity. This definition was 
chosen because it broadly covers the important 
dimensions of innovation capability. These elements are 
proposed to exist, to some degree, within firms with 
high innovation capability. 
The participatory leadership culture dimension is 
related to an organisational culture that supports 
innovation. The dimension reflects the overall 
atmosphere of the organisation that supports and 
motivates innovation and a leadership culture that 
facilitates innovation. 
The ideation and organising structures dimension 
includes the structures and systems that successful 
innovation requires. This includes the generation, 
development, and implementation of ideas, and the 
ways in which the organisation’s work tasks are 
organised. 
The work climate and well-being dimension includes 
employee well-being, and the work climate for 
innovation development, including collaboration and 
values. 
The know-how development dimension points out that 
employee expertise plays an important role in the 
development of the organisation’s innovation capability. 
This includes knowledge as well as improvement in 
employee skills.  
The regeneration dimension reflects the organisation’s 
ability to learn from experience and to use that 
experience to create and develop innovations.  
The external knowledge dimension emphasises the 
importance of exploiting external networks and 
knowledge for the overall organisational innovation 
capability. Thus, the dimension reflects the 
organisation’s internal capability to exploit external 
information in developing innovation capability.  
The individual activity dimension expresses that 
employees’ individual innovation capability and activity 
are needed to form the organisation’s overall innovation 
capability. This dimension includes the characteristics 
associated with higher innovation capability and 
employee motivation to foster innovations. 
In general, this depiction supports the view that the 
innovation capability is a multi-faceted construct, 
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including aspects both internal and external to an 
organization. Although, by means of clarity, innovation 
capability has been divided into seven dimensions in 
this study, these dimensions are not independent of each 
other. In fact, they are very much interrelated. One 
dimension can affect a range of other dimensions. For 
example, a favourable culture that supports innovation 
has been considered the key aspect of creativity. 
Individual activity of the employees is needed in know-
how development. Regeneration may require acquiring 
best practices outside an organisation, which requires 
utilizing external networks. 
A firm can develop and affect the dimensions by its own 
behaviour. Although the dimensions do not follow each 
other in a certain order, it is probable that certain 
determinants should be developed before others. Smith 
et al. (2008) present that organizational culture is a 
factor that impacts all others and is also impacted upon 
by changes in the other factors. Also, the work climate 
and wellbeing and leadership culture are regarded the 
ones that should be improved first. After that, 
developing the other dimensions is more likely to 
succeed. 
MEASUREMENT 
According to Adams et al. (2006), measurement of the 
process of innovation is critical for both practitioners 
and academics, yet the literature is characterised by a 
diversity of approaches, prescriptions and practices that 
can be confusing and contradictory. Although the 
importance of measurement is widely highlighted, the 
current literature lacks models for the measurement on 
innovation capability and its effects in organisations. 
Single measures have been suggested, but 
comprehensive measurement frameworks have not been 
developed. 
As a synthesis of the earlier studies, the measurement of 
innovations can be classified by the scope of innovation 
(input measures, process measures and output/outcome 
measures) and way of measurement (subjective 
measures and objective measures). 
Input measures evaluate how the innovation activities 
have been arranged and how resources are allocated to 
them. Input measures include the funds used in research 
and development (R&D) activities, new product 
development and education (Skarzynski and Gibson 
2008, Tura et al. 2008). Input measurement is 
problematic, because it tells how much is devoted, not if 
anything has been accomplished. Input measures also 
underestimate smaller innovation activities. Smaller 
organisations do not have opportunities to invest in 
R&D. That is why input measures do not reflect the 
actual innovation capability (Albaladejo and Romijn 
2000).  
Process measures should indicate how the mechanism 
between the inputs and outputs of innovations occur 
(Carayannis and Provance 2008). Muller et al. (2005) 
suggest that the process measures for companies that are 
just beginning to develop. Output measures evaluate the 
effects of innovation capability. It is hard to express all 
kinds of innovations quantitatively, and output measures 
usually measure the results of successful innovations 
(Tura et al. 2008). Output measures mainly include the 
organisation’s patents and licenses. The problem of 
output measures is that they are only suitable for certain 
types of innovations and organisations. They are not 
suitable for small or service organisations (Albaladejo 
and Romijn 2000). Output measures do not measure the 
economic value of all kinds of innovations, either (Tura 
et al. 2008). 
Another classification can be made based on subjective 
and objective measures. The objective measures of 
innovations, such as R&D funding or the number of 
patents, are not enough in capturing the overall 
innovation capability of an organisation, and therefore 
also subjective measurement is needed (e.g., Adams et 
al. 2006; Carayannis and Provance 2008).  
Subjective measurement of innovation capability has 
been traditionally conducted via questionnaires or other 
subjective assessment models. There are various 
questionnaire models for the measurement of innovation 
capability or factors closely related to innovation 
capability (Alegre and Chiva 2008; Bettencourt 2004; 
Calantone et al. 2002; Dobni 2008; Panayides 2006; 
Prajogo and Ahmed 2006). These models capture the 
state of resources regarding innovation capability in a 
particular occasion, but fail to assess the actions taken 
based on these resources. 
Finally, the measurement of innovation also seems to 
depend on contextual factors and the type of innovation. 
The current measures do not recognise that 
organisations are of different sizes and they operate in 
very different business areas (e.g., Carayannis and 
Provance 2008), or the type of innovation (incremental/ 
versus radical or product versus service) (e.g., Davila et 
al. 2006).  
INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL 
Intellectual capital of an organisation consist of various 
intangible sources of value, such as employees’ 
expertise, organisation’s values and ways of operating, 
and the relationships with its stakeholders (Lev 2001; 
Kujansivu 2007; Sveiby 1997; Lönnqvist 2004; 
Kujansivu and Lönnqvist 2007). Intellectual capital is 
considered as a key driver of innovation and 
competitive advantage in today’s knowledge based 
economy, and it is importance for the success of 
companies is widely acknowledged (Marr et al. 2003; 
2004). It is suggested that more than half of the value 
created by a company result from intellectual capital 
(Kujansivu 2008), and in some industries (e.g. in 
business services) the value of a company’s intellectual 
capital exceeds the value of traditional financial assets. 
For that reason, it is necessary to manage intellectual 
capital in order to make sure that it is utilised efficiently 
(Lönnqvist et al. 2008). 
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Intellectual capital is a multi-disciplinary concept and 
the content of it varies depending on the approach. It 
seems that the universally accepted definition of 
Intellectual capital and its components is still absent 
(Kujansivu 2008; Pew Tan et al. 2008; Kianto 2007). 
Many of the Intellectual capital models (e.g., Jacobsen 
et al. 2005; Sveiby 1997; Wallace and Sait-Onge 2002) 
distinguish three categories of Intellectual capital: one 
concerned with external relationships, second with 
internal structure and third with the human resources of 
the organization.  
As more detailed level, intellectual capital has been 
further divided in many ways (Carson et al. 2004; Marr 
and Schiuma 2001: Kujansivu 2009). In this research, 
the intellectual capital has been divided into three main 
categories according to Kujansivu (2008), who states 
that intellectual capital is the collection of various 
intangible resources related to human capital, relational 
capital and structural capital. 
Human capital includes factors related to individuals, 
both employees and managers, in the organisation and 
covers intangible resources like competencies, personal 
characteristics, attitudes, knowledge and educational 
background. Human capital is related to individuals, and 
it cannot be owned by organisations (Lönnqvist 2004; 
Sveiby 1997). 
Relational capital consists of factors related to external 
relations of the organisation, such as relationships with 
customers and other stakeholders, organisation’s 
reputation, brands and agreements with stakeholders.  
Structural capital includes values and culture of the 
organisation, working atmosphere, processes and 
systems (business processes, administrative and IT-
systems), and documented information. Structural 
capital is mainly generated by the employees and 
usually owned by the organisation (Lönnqvist 2004; 
Sveiby 1997). 
Intellectual capital can be approached from two 
different perspectives; it can be seen as a static or 
dynamic phenomenon. Static dimension refers to crucial 
and valuable assets or resources of the organisation, 
whereas dynamic dimension refers to the organisational 
capabilities to leverage, develop and change intangible 
resources for value creation. In other words, static 
dimension refers to valuable intangible resources that 
enable action, whereas dynamic dimension refers to 
activities related to development and utilization of 
resources (Kianto 2007; Kujansivu 2008).  
INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL MANAGEMENT 
If the organisation wants to create value, new 
innovations or competitive advantage through 
intellectual capital, it has to be managed systematically. 
Because of this, a great number of models for managing 
Intellectual capital have been introduced since mid-
nineties, for example Intangible Asset Monitor by 
Sveiby (1997), the Knowledge Audit Cycle by Marr and 
Schiuma (2001) and the Danish guidelines by Mouritsen 
et al. (2003). The aim of these models is to provide 
managers with a more comprehensive approach than 
traditional management models to understand the role of 
intangible assets for an organisation’s value and to 
manage them better in order to improve the 
organisation’s value creation capability (Lönnqvist et al. 
2009). Benefits related to application of intellectual 
capital management models include e.g. increased 
understanding of the organisation’s Intellectual capital 
resources and their relation to business goals and greater 
managerial attention to Intellectual capital development 
(Lönnqvist et al. 2008). However, there are only few 
reported experiences in applying intellectual capital 
management frameworks in practice. 
Basically, Intellectual capital management can be 
divided in two functions: control and development. 
Controlling intellectual capital refers to activities at a 
strategic level aiming at identifying, measuring and 
directing the intangible resources of an organisation. 
The development of Intellectual capital includes various 
activities that are carried out at operational level to 
improve intangible resources or activities related to 
these resources. The control function of Intellectual 
capital management concentrates on the following 
questions: what kind of intangible resources an 
organisation has, what is the state of these resources, 
and what kind of intangible resources are needed in the 
future. Essential tasks of control function are 
measurement, valuation and reporting of Intellectual 
capital. The development of Intellectual capital aims to 
answer to questions of how new intangible resources are 
obtained or created, how the existing intangible 
resources are improved and how intangible resources 
are utilised. (Lönnqvist et al. 2008) 
Earlier research indicates that rather than using specific 
intellectual capital management models, organisations 
tend to manage Intellectual capital as part of business 
performance management in different organisational 
functions (Lönnqvist et al. 2008). Intellectual capital 
management is not considered as a discrete managerial 
practice. Instead it serves the basic managerial process 
in an organisation, namely planning (target setting), 
doing (implementing the development targets), checking 
(measuring the progress) and acting on the information 
(cf. Kujansivu 2009). 
Hence, the intellectual capital management models and 
frameworks have many similarities with business 
performance management systems (Lönnqvist and 
Kujansivu, 2007). First, measurement is an important 
tool in both systems. Second, they may be used for 
similar purposes such as reporting and controlling the 
development of important aspects of business 
operations. Third, information systems play a central 
role within both approaches because they rely on 
collecting, processing and analysing information about 
business operations. Fourth, people of organisation play 
an important role in both approaches since these 
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systems can be used, e.g. to guide the activities of 
personnel.  
However, clear difference is that intellectual capital 
management focuses on intangible resources and 
activities related to them, whereas business performance 
management systems also include factors related to 
financial and operational performance. In summary, 
intellectual capital management systems are tools for 
understanding how intellectual capital affects 
organisation’s business objectives and how intellectual 
capital can be measured and managed to improve the 
organisation’s performance.   
METHODOLOGY 
The framework of this study is developed in five 
workshops. Eight researchers with knowledge and 
backgrounds in innovation capability, performance 
measurement, intellectual capital, innovation processes 
and innovation management participated to workshops. 
This research is part of larger research project and all 
these researchers work in this research project. The 
format of the workshops consisted of short 
presentations, group works and discussions. In the end 
of the each workshop the generated ideas were 
summarized and the next steps were decided. Before the 
next workshop the generated ideas were deepened with 
help of the literature. Also comments from outside 
researchers were searched for. The results of the 
workshops were documented.  
The development process of the framework included 
overlapping and iterative phases. In the beginning (in 
first workshop) the concepts of innovation capability 
and intellectual capital were defined to have a common 
understanding of the concepts. The researchers with 
backgrounds in innovation capability and intellectual 
capital have a leading role.  
In the next phases (workshops 2-3) each dimension of 
innovation capability were defined according to three 
categories of intellectual capital. At the same time it was 
determined whether the question was about resources or 
activities. This was iterative process where the 
dimensions of innovation capability were defined 
according to three categories of intellectual capital more 
widely and after that more detailed. 
In the last phase (workshops 4-5) the success factors 
were formulated. Success factors are factors that are the 
essential factors behind each dimension of innovation 
capability. These success factors can be seen as a 
boosting element to increase the stage of dimension of 
innovative capability and further innovativeness of 
organisation. 
FRAMEWORK FOR MEASURING 
INNOVATION CAPABILITY FRAMEWORK 
This framework makes a notion of the role of 
intellectual capital in measuring and developing 
innovation capability. As presented earlier, intellectual 
capital literature has presented a wide range of practical 
measurement and management models, as opposed to 
innovation capability literature, where no proper 
measurement models exist. Appropriate measures can 
contribute to a significantly better understanding of 
innovation capability and development targets in 
organisation. 
The framework (presented in Figure 1) consists of the 
seven dimensions that affect an organisation’s 
innovation capability. The success factors behind these 
dimensions of innovation capability can be defined by 
using the three categories of intellectual capital (human 
capital, relational capital and structural capital). These 
defined success factors are factors that organisation 
should evaluate and measure that managers can develop 
and manage the innovation capability at the 
organisational level.  
 
 
 
Figure 1: Developing innovation capability through intellectual capital 
Thus, our argument is that measurement of innovation 
capability with three categories of intellectual capital is 
valuable and needed when developing innovation 
capability. Static view and dynamic view of all these 
three categories of intellectual capital have to be taken 
into account. Static view means intangible valuable 
resources that enable the action. Dynamic intellectual 
capital refers to activities related to development and 
utilization of resources (dynamic view). This means 
innovation capability both has potential to create value 
in the future and it is of value in itself. Both of these 
perspectives need to be measured. 
Developing innovation capability should be an iterative 
process. The framework includes measures related to 
innovation capability as a current condition, 
development or change and the consequences of said 
development. The measurement should take place in all 
of these three phases. 
First, the condition of current innovation capability 
should be measured. In this phase it is necessary to find 
out by using the categories of intellectual capital the 
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level of innovation capability an organisation has (static 
view) and how this current innovation capability has 
been utilised in practice (dynamic view). Further, it is 
important to clarify what kind of innovation capability 
is needed in the future and how effectively the existing 
resources are utilised.  
In the second phase it is clarified what are the 
dimensions of innovation capability that need to be 
developed. It is also crucial to select the proper 
development actions that are utilised to develop the 
weak dimensions of innovation capability. 
In the third phase, the consequences of the development 
actions regarding innovation capability are assessed. 
Important issues to clarify are how the innovation 
capability has been improved and have the goals of 
innovation capability been reached. 
As a summary, by utilising this framework, 
organisations can identify the factors that affect an 
organisation’s innovation capability. By evaluating and 
measuring these success factors, the managers can 
perceive the condition of these factors from static and 
dynamic view, identify what kind of intangible 
resources are needed, and how these existing intangible 
resources can be improved. 
CONCLUSIONS 
This paper contributes to the current literature by 
presenting a framework designed especially for the 
measurement and evaluation of innovation capability. 
The issue is essential, because an organisation has to 
improve its innovation capability to become innovative, 
and further to succeed in its business (Davila et al., 
2006; Carayannis and Provance, 2008; Saunila and 
Ukko, 2013). So far, the problem has been the 
management, measurement and development of 
innovation capability. Earlier literature discusses single 
measures, but comprehensive measurement frameworks 
have not been developed (see e.g. Tura et al., 2008; 
Saunila and Ukko, 2013). 
In this framework the measurement of the innovation 
capability is examined through seven dimensions that 
affect an organisation’s innovation capability. The 
success factors behind seven dimensions are defined by 
using the existing measurement characteristics from 
intellectual capital management literature (cf. Marr and 
Schiuma 2001; Kujansivu 2008). Hence, the framework 
is taking into account the dynamic aspects of innovation 
capability, instead of focusing only on resources or 
output measures as frameworks presented in earlier 
literature (cf. Skarzynski and Gibson 2008; Alegre and 
Chiva 2008). 
As a managerial implication, the organisation can 
identify the success factors that affect an organisation’s 
innovation capability by utilising this framework. The 
managers can observe the state of these success factors 
using static and dynamic view, identify what kind of 
intangible resources they already have and what 
resources are needed, and how these existing resources 
can be improved by measuring and evaluating the 
success factors behind organisation’s innovation 
capability.  
The framework for the measurement of innovation 
capability is based on a literature review and 
considerations of the researchers. In the future, the 
framework should be tested before decisions about its 
validity, suitability and usefulness can be made. For 
further research, the case studies are needed to evaluate 
the suitability of the framework. Interesting questions 
are how the framework work in practice, how it could 
be used in management, especially leadership and 
development of innovation capability. It would be also 
interesting to examine what kind of impacts the uses of 
this framework have on organizations. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper reviews the implementation, observed 
effects and further possibilities of the Improvise! -
project carried out between in 2010 – 2011 (see 
Koivisto & Myllyoja, 2011). The project was 
designed by improvisation theatre Stella Polaris 
(2013) and research organization VTT together. 
Case responsible actors/interaction designers from 
Stella Polaris were Kirsti Kuosmanen, Micke 
Rejström and Elina Stirkkinen. The goal of the 
project was to develop internal and external 
communication capabilities of the involved 
organizations, wherein improved communication 
was seen as a route for organizational development 
and change. In this paper, a process description of 
the project is presented first. Another aim for a 
paper consists of assessments on impacts in three 
involved organizations. Thirdly, the possibilities 
for the applicability of conducted processes and 
created method are assessed. 
METHOD OF CO-OPERATION AND ROLES 
The conducted process could be described as 
collaborative in its characteristics. It consisted of three 
equal and complementary partners: research 
organization, improvisation theatre and customer 
organization. Figure 1 illustrates the general division of 
tasks between these different actors. Researchers’ main
 
 
responsibility was to support persistent, customer-
oriented and transformative development in an 
organization. Interaction designers from improvisation 
theatre were primarily responsible for contents and 
execution of Improvise! -sessions. Customer 
organization on its behalf created context for 
development process. In all, there was no fixed plan for 
thematic starting points for any involved organization, 
such as pointing out leadership challenges in beforehand 
or alike. Instead, development needs were evolved from 
the organization, mainly through Future workshops and 
Improvise! -sessions. 
 
Figure 1: Method of co-operation 
PROCESS DESCRIPTION 
Improvise! -project consisted of three separate 
subprojects in different municipal organizations. In one 
case, the development project was implemented as a 
part of management training of a city. In second case, 
the project was executed in the area of district library. In 
third case, the project was carried in an elderly care unit. 
In each case, around 15-25 participants were attending 
the training program including three different 
Improvise! -sessions. First session consisted mostly of 
the constructive interaction and its basic variants such as 
being aware of different ways of blocking and learning 
of accepting. Second was focused more on status 
expression. (see e.g. Johnstone, 1981) Third session 
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consisted of organization specific case situations. 
Sessions included lesson type of introductions to 
substances. However, mostly learning was enabled by 
doing, observing others and sharing experiences. The 
total length of organization specific processes varied 
between 6-12 months.  
The development of organizations’ communicating 
capabilities was supported by two complementary 
methods: organizational development and constructive 
interaction. Work tasks of the project were mainly 
divided in a way that research organization VTT was 
responsible for organizational development and 
professional improvisation theatre Stella Polaris (Stella 
Polaris, 2013) was responsible for interaction training. 
Before and after all sessions, two different sub tasks 
were organized to contribute the progress of a project: 
1) Future workshops were organized between 
researchers and the small group of the participants from 
the organization. In these events, experiences of 
previous session were discussed and reflected to the 
reality of an organization. Also expectations for the next 
session were discussed. 2) Planning session between a 
researcher and the interaction designer from the 
improvisation theatre was organized. In this session 
experiences from the previous session and Future 
workshop were shared and guidelines for the next 
session were sketched together.  
IMPROVISE! -SESSIONS  
Improvise! -sessions formed the core of the practical 
implementation of a project. Learning advanced 
stepwise in a way where set of elements of constructive 
interaction (e.g. accepting, statuses) were explored and 
learned in sessions one and two. These “tools” were 
then utilized in third session, where organization 
specific topics were elaborated by methodologies and 
practices learned. 
First session consisted mostly of different approaches 
for constructive interaction such as becoming aware 
different ways to deny (and then to start avoiding it) and 
accepting in a form of “yes, and…” (cf. Sawyer, 1997). 
Many grouping and getting to know each other -type of 
exercises were conducted. Learning on different angles 
of constructive interaction stressed participatory 
exercises that were supported by short lesson type of 
clarifications. Commenting and open discussion was 
part of the learning as well. One important theme was 
making mistakes (Johnstone, 1981), which in 
improvisation theatre’s context means unintended 
blunder to “break” the rules of a game in conditions 
where you are expected to react quickly and believing 
your first impulses. Here, it should be addressed, that 
blundering is not only allowed but rather spurred and 
rejoiced in improvisation theatre, seeing it as an 
opportunity. 
Main theme for a second session consisted of status 
expression (see Johnstone, 1981). Likewise first session, 
the working method stressed practical exercises as a 
primary way to learn. Some of the exercises were 
performed by smaller group at a time, while the rest of 
the participants were given a chance to learn by 
observing. Thematically the aim of was to become 
aware of different statuses and their effects to others in 
communication. Through a practice and awareness of 
statuses, there is also possibility to increase individual’s 
ability to vary statuses in situations - to play status 
transactions (Johnstone, 1981). 
Case studies created the core of a last session. Cases 
could be described as organization specific simulations 
where certain themes were explored from 
communicational perspective. Ideas for the topics of 
cases were collected during the whole earlier process 
and in this stage they were turned into action. Some of 
the cases were closely connected to the reality of 
organizations; some of them were fictive in their nature. 
By utilizing elements learned in sessions 1 and 2 and 
with the guidance of interaction designer, some 
participants of the workshop improvised a scene first. 
After that, observed issues were discussed together. 
Often, interaction designer made some justifications for 
settings of a scene (e.g. for persons’ statuses) and same 
situation was improvised again. Consequently, different 
kind of strategies and ways to act were explored to 
manage some specified problem or a situation.  
BEFORE, BETWEEN AND AFTER 
IMPROVISE! -SESSIONS  
The Future workshops were rallied in different phases 
of a process - before starting training program, between 
training sessions, and after finished all of them. The 
applied method of Future workshops relied broadly on 
approach developed by Robert Jungk (Jungkt & Müllert 
1987). There, current situation is addressed first, 
brainstorming about possible solutions is organized 
next, and followed by a stage where most promising 
ideas are selected and implementation phase developed. 
Here, the approach was applied in a form where Future 
workshops were organized with an aim to involve the 
personnel in steering the OD process further, to give 
feedback from previous session and to share possible 
reflections of experiences to everyday life. Thematically 
the steps of the OD process were often left quite fuzzy, 
enabling emerge of totally new directions for OD. 
All Improvise! -session attendees were invited to 
participate in Future workshops and in some cases 
where it was seen beneficial, an invitation was proposed 
to some other persons as well. This was seen useful for 
example in a situation where the presence of 
management was seen crucial in discussing 
communicational gaps between management and work 
community.   
Planning meetings were organized between different 
Improvise! -sessions. There were researcher and 
interaction designer in attendance. Meetings consisted 
of sharing the experiences from previous session, 
briefing the outcome of future workshops, and sketching 
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themes for the next session. This phase could be 
described as translating scene, where accumulated 
information was turned into prioritized topics, to be 
called schemas here. After this meeting, interaction 
designer on his/her behalf turned these schemas into 
action by selecting and designing appropriate 
methodologies and practices to be utilized in next 
Improvise! -session.  
As it was noted that even after realizing or experiencing 
something new, it appears easy to return back to normal 
ways to act in everyday work routines, an internal 
change agent was appointed in one organization. 
Change agent’s role was considered as an internal 
activator (Seel, 2000), to keep the emerged issues and 
lessons learned on agenda between the sessions and also 
attempting to ensure the continuity after the official 
finish of the project.  
FACING EMERGED CHALLENGES 
There emerged organization specific challenges in 
organizations, but also challenges that were common in 
all of them. Examples of organization specific 
challenges were such as: work was experienced 
physically and mentally heavy in an elderly unit case, 
tricky manager-employee situations were faced in a 
municipal city, and organizing extra work tasks caused 
confusion in a public library. 
There were some challenges that were faced in all 
organizations, at least in some form. For example 
communication gaps between management and work 
community were confronted in two cases. Maybe the 
most overlapping was the phenomena of change, which 
was experienced for being continuously present in an 
operational environment. Also tightening amount of 
resources seemed to be concerning all organizations to 
some degree. 
It can be observed that challenges represented wide 
variety of smaller and larger, concrete and less concrete, 
structural and operational etc., themes. From this aspect 
it can be observed that communicational viewpoint was 
the core issue in some of them, to mention: tricky 
situation in an elderly house where relatives of an 
elderly are accusing nurses for poor treatment without 
knowing the real health condition of their next of kin.  
RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS  
In assessing the contribution of conducted research 
process, Guba & Lincoln’s (1989) principles were 
applied. There, assessment relies on a question about 
sense making on the conducted process, its results and 
impacts. Still, only positives results and achievements 
are not in focus, but also missing results and impact are 
observed.  
 
Figure 2 illustrates the desired impacts of a project and 
how these aims were attempted to achieve. Taking look 
at the upper track, improvise! -sessions, it can be 
concluded that based on last Future workshops and 
some informal discussions, changes had happened in a 
form of increased openness of some individuals. 
Largely, comments such as “we discuss more 
nowadays” signals that process succeeded in its 
attempts to increase communication in groups. Some 
observations also imply that communication had 
developed from something that could be described as 
information sharing, towards more dialogical ways.  
Figure 2: Model for assessing desired impacts 
Another essential notion is that involved organizations 
did not start to develop their activities as the researchers 
had expected – in line with themes, visions, aims and 
concrete actions that were proposed by researchers in 
future workshop. To state afterwards, this could be 
described as a difference in ambition levels between 
external actors and work communities. In this sense, it 
could be argued that researchers aimed at double-loop 
learning, whereas work communities themselves were 
aiming at, or satisfied with, more or less single-loop 
level, incremental changes (Argyris & Schön 1978; 
Bartunek & Moch, 1987). This was the case for 
example in an organization where proposals were made 
to renew organization’s customer service model into a 
more holistic direction. First the organization 
representatives showed even excitement of the 
possibilities of this kind of development process, but 
after a while, this nascent project turned out to be 
cancelled. Presumably this related especially to 
anxieties against possible changes in prevailing work 
roles in an organization.  
Despite of some non-realized development proposals, it 
should be addressed that project could not be described 
in failing in its attempts to contribute change. As a 
matter in fact, it contributed emerge of quite a many 
concrete actions in a rather short period of time. In one 
organization well-being group was established, in 
another work group meetings were opened up for larger 
participation of individuals, and in third, steps were 
taken to establish an art club by the appointed change 
agent. In other words, incremental changes did occur, 
which on their behalf can potentially have other positive 
consequences. Most of all, list of multiple incremental 
changes provides itself a signal that communities’ 
capability to conduct changes autonomously improved. 
Improvise! -sessions and Future workshops can also be 
considered as interventions where the development was 
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attempted to steer into a desired direction (see 
Moldaschl & Brödner, 2002; Koivisto, 2005). In an 
individual level, all interventions attracted a positive 
response, in their characteristics to observe and reflect 
prevailing work reality in novel contexts. In a 
community level, it can also be concluded here that all 
involved organizations were impressed by the 
interventions in their own special, from the external 
experts’ expectations and assumptions deviant way. In 
this sense the study confirms the view that organizations 
are autonomous to the degree where its activities and 
practices cannot be affected from the outside with 
direct, causal, or linear fashion. (Luhmann, 2000; Seidl 
& Becker, 2005).  
In the end, there is quite little data to show what kind of 
development have happened in work communities  
conducting their primary tasks in an organization (see 
Figure 2, bottom track), such as functionality of 
customer service in a library or quality of elderly care in 
a rest home. From this aspect, the process could be 
developed into a direction where reflections to this track 
would be strengthened. This might mean in practise that 
for example customer feedback is collected during the 
development process and reflected it simultaneously 
with other data accumulated in OD process. Another 
noteworthy summarizing issue relates to the length of 
organization specific development project. Experiences 
showed that if OD process is conducted with similar 
settings, 6-12 months period can only create an impulse 
for a change that requires more profound synthesis in an 
organization. This is to say, creation of novel customer 
service model, referred formerly in this paper. In this 
sense, it would appear useful to steer the process 
development into a direction where this kind of emerged 
schema could be elaborated and development supported 
in a longer view.  
PROCESS APPLICABILITY 
Mirvis (2005) addresses the participatory nature of 
drama in striving organizational development and 
change. Experiences here confirmed that even 
conducted by short course typed, it is possible to gain a 
level of know-how on constructive interaction where 
members of a work community can participate in 
simulated situations as internal observers, acting as 
improvisers alike. However, participation is only 
enabled by well facilitation program and advanced 
knowledge on drama, as was the case here through 
involvement of improvisation theatre professionals.  
As one concrete outcome, the project created a research 
proposal where different service chains could be 
elaborated in a way where they are modelled first, 
critical communicative situations identified next, and 
followed by phase where these situations are elaborated 
by Improvise! -session kind of method. Another 
interesting direction could be called as innovation cells, 
where group of individuals could co-operate with an 
aim to develop their communicational skills and 
organizationally important issues simultaneously. The 
success of innovation cells should be supported by 
persistent run of interaction training, where these skills 
are maintained and developed continuously.  
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ABSTRACT 
Participatory Innovation developed out of 
Participatory Design, and involves a shift from 
focussing on “users” and “companies”. During the 
last four years the authors have been part of a 
project aimed at developing an assistive tool for 
patients with arthritis. A demonstrator (a late 
prototype) is now under development with a 
promising concept. In the interaction between 
many stakeholders the product finds the final form, 
and we conclude that the differences and conflicts 
between the involved stakeholders have not just 
been constraining but also have been a driver for 
new solutions. The involved users have had a 
decisive role, not in the particular development, 
but in their comments to the concept and the 
different prototypes. However, this influence can 
only be understood when looking on the more 
complex interaction between the many involved 
stakeholders. 
PARTICIPATORY INNOVATION 
Participatory Innovation (Buur & Matthews, 2008) is "a 
dedicated activity that takes people’s practices and 
needs as a starting point to generate business 
opportunities in the form of products and services". It 
draws lines back to Participatory Design that has a focus 
on involving users to generate knowledge. Greenbaum 
& Loi (2012) describes how principles of PD is 
becoming increasingly focused on combining design 
and use, branching out into all aspects of actively 
involving participants in design. Participatory Design 
also has an intention of working for the good of users. 
However, it has been noticed that even in companies 
 
who do an effort in coming to understand users, this 
insight very often do not have a profound influence on 
company decisions (Buur & Larsen, 2010; Mack et al, 
2013), and in the original paper presenting Participatory 
Innovation, Buur & Matthews (2008: 271) raise the 
question “how can user developed methods become 
championed within the company”. From a Participatory 
Innovation perspective we have developed a stronger 
focus on understanding the involvement of the many 
stakeholders, not just “the users” and “the company”. 
Buur & Larsen (2010) suggest an understanding of 
innovation as the emergence of new meaning in 
conversations among the diversity of stakeholders.  
Based on the authors involvement over several years of 
a new product we have been able to follow the 
movement of the project, evolving as a result of an on-
going negotiation between the different stakeholders 
involved. We contribute to the emerging field of 
Participatory Innovation by reflecting how conflicts and 
challenges among stakeholders can be an important part 
of the development process. Furthermore, we will 
reflect some of these negotiations as we have seen them 
unfold, and how they lead to changes in the concept, 
also including a reflection of our own role, not just as 
researchers, but also as active stakeholders.  
THE STRONG HAND 
Over the last four years we have been part of a project 
aiming to develop an assistive tool for patients 
diagnosed with rheumatic arthritis, the Strong Hand 
project. Patients are supposed to use the tool when 
performing everyday tasks that require a firm grip on a 
given object. The project is driven by a start-up 
company with two owners, but involves a multiplicity 
of stakeholders, and is supported by EU funding. During 
a workshop in 2007 entitled ‘Chronic Innovation- 
Chronic Life Quality’ an engineer with experience in 
mechatronics met arthritis patients explaining their 
difficulties doing ordinary daily activities such as 
cooking, cleaning and shopping.  
From a former employment in the same company, he 
already knew a researcher working with user 
involvement in design, Jacob Buur, and he wanted to let 
the project be driven by user insight. In 2010 design 
students did ethnographic studies with arthritis patients 
about their daily life. A user seminar was established on
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these studies, which brought users, students, researchers 
and developers together to collaborate. On the basis of 
the discussed needs and expectations and through an 
early partnership with a product development 
consultancy, a first prototype was created. The 
partnership with the product development consultancy 
also emerged based on personal relations gained in the 
same very large local company. 
In 2011 the newly established company, Invencon, 
consisting of the engineer (Owner 1) and a former 
colleague (Owner 2), obtained public funding for 
developing a “Strong Hand”. Arthritis patients were to 
be involved in the development of three prototypes over 
the next three years.  
METHODS IN USE 
In the project we have experienced our role as bringing 
in and conveying user insight, and organizing multi-
stakeholder settings (Buur and Larsen 2011). In doing 
this we have brought in Participatory Design methods to 
understand and affect the development of decision 
making in a Participatory Innovation context. Our 
engagement has been through ethnographic user studies, 
using video to observe and understand user practice 
(Buur et al. 2010). Our qualitative user studies have 
been reflected upon with developers through 
participatory activities, involving users, developers and 
other stakeholders using methods as the boundary game 
(Buur & Oinonen 2011). Later activities have been 
focused on challenging the owners by enabling them to 
test mock-up 1 (see figure 2) with occupational therapist 
experts. Key insights were gained in relation to 
developing the concept further. These activities have 
been video recorded and reflected upon through 
analysing how a mutual understanding emerges between 
participants as they through a collaborative workshop 
move from discussion and defence of own positions 
towards a more meaningful conversation.  
As the concept developed, our involvement in the 
project consisted in performing usability studies (Buur 
& Binder 2006) and afterwards, designing and 
facilitating workshops and seminars engaging 
developers in the user experience of using the Strong 
Hand.  
Alongside the activities facilitated within the institute, 
we have been participating in a series of meetings with 
project stakeholders to "speak the voice of the user", 
providing an on-going contribution of user knowledge. 
As such, we have been directly involved, participating 
as a combination of facilitators, user experts and design 
researchers. Further reflections on our involvement 
through participatory activities in the Strong Hand 
project can be found in Gottlieb & Sørensen (2013). 
The story we tell of the project is our story. In the 
interaction with different stakeholders, we reflect and 
construct the story continuously. Reflecting with 
different stakeholders, we come to realize, that meaning 
is co-constructed and shared in the interaction of 
intentions and approaches. In this light, the stories, 
which can be identified in this paper, represent our 
understanding of such processes. During the project we 
see ourselves as participants, with more than one role. 
Although we use video and we are interviewing 
stakeholders to check facts and perspectives, our 
reflections are reflections seen from our perspective. We 
agree with Stacey and Griffin (2004) “… the reflexive 
personal narrative is explaining why it has the particular 
focus it has and how the narrator’s past experience is 
shaping the selection of events and their interpretation”.  
 
Fig. 1: Key activities in the project 
We explore the conflicting intentions as we have 
experienced them until this point in the development 
process. To help the reader in justifying what might be 
valid and have a broader interest we will also reflect on 
our own contribution. 
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TOO HEAVY, TOO BIG AND TOO UGLY 
Mock-up 1 was demonstrated at a seminar for a variety 
of stakeholders. We had organized the workshop around 
the context of creating a jam sandwich, including 
opening the jar, cutting the bread and eating the 
sandwich. With some difficulties it was possible to 
loosen the lid of a new jam jar with the mock-up, which 
was a success criteria in the funding application. 
However, the Mock-up 1 generated a lot of critique. It 
was obvious that not all of these activities could be 
Fig. 2: Owner 2 testing mock-up 1 in collaboration with therapists 
performed with the device attached to the arm. The 
weight and the size obviously had to decrease; several 
of the arthritis patients could not wear it and the power 
supply was a big box. On the basis of their experiences 
with different aids, the occupational therapists 
expressed severe doubts about the concept as such. 
According to them, aids most often end up in a drawer 
because they are not practical to use, and they did not 
believe that this device ever could become a useful 
device in the complex handling of real life tasks. 
 
Fig. 3: Mock-up 2 
After this the owners went into designing the mock-up 2 
and they decided to simplify the gripper and also to 
fixate the wrist of the bearer. This would make the 
design simpler and take off some weight.  
A design company was hired to apply a "design touch" 
to mock-up 2 and for the summer of 2012 ten pieces 
were produced. Our task was to test these with users, 
and we delivered them to arthritis patients with a brief 
introduction. A cultural probe (Gaver et al. 1999), 
consisting of a notebook and a camera, was used to 
collect contextual user insight. After one week the 
devices were picked up by us; the participants gave an 
in depth interview of their experience and we filmed 
each participant using the prototype in their own 
preferred setting. The video material was presented to 
the stakeholders during a user feedback seminar, using 
the method of video card games (Buur & Oinonen 
2011). 
 
Fig. 4: Users testing the mock-up 2 in their own homes 
The critique from the users was devastating, and the 
conclusion was clear, also for the owners: Mock-up 2 
was too heavy, too big, ugly and not useful for the 
arthritis patients. In a recent reflection meeting we had 
with the two owners they articulated a frustration they 
had at that time. 
Researcher: So this is where the user inputs are really 
strong. It’s not because they tell you what to do, but 
they kind of push the different stakeholders… 
Owner 1: They throw this one (mock-up 2) out the window, 
and say, this doesn't work! 
Owner 2: …we also had a week after this, where we asked: 
should we throw it away now or what should we do? 
We will focus on the interaction around mock-up 2, and 
on how we see the emergence of the Demonstrator as a 
result of the conflicting perspectives around this. 
SHADOW CONVERSATIONS 
The doubt of the owners was not articulated to us after 
the user seminar, only much later, and right after the 
user seminar (seminar 1, 2012).  
We were supposed to host a stakeholder seminar 
collaboratively synthesising the views of the 
stakeholders based on their own findings in the video 
material from the user feedback seminar. In the midst of 
our planning Owner 1 sent us an e-mail: the design 
consultancy had some ideas for the stakeholder seminar 
and he recommended us to collaborate with them about 
the planning. A few hours later an e-mail came from the 
project manager of the design consultancy:…I do not 
know what you have planned but we can fill the day with 
activities, if it is OK with you.  
This was puzzling, and triggered an internal discussion: 
how should we react? We sensed that our position 
would have been weakened had we insisted on 
facilitating the event, thus we accepted the offer even 
though we felt excluded.  
Only in the recent reflection meeting with the owners 
we came to know that the initiative from the design 
company actually came from the owners themselves.  
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Owner 1: ...we went to the design consultants in those days 
and asked for some help 
At that time, the owners were trying to include the 
design consultants as partners, instead of just being 
consultants, which was also not spoken out loudly. 
In recent interviews with different stakeholders we have 
seen that the owners were not the only ones unsure 
about the future of the product. Questions about the 
concept were discussed locally, and also among the 
researchers we discussed why they had spent a year and 
a lot of resources in developing a functional mock-up 
that was of no use to the arthritis patients.  
As the tension grew, so did the covert conversation and 
as a consequence more energy (at least from our side) 
was used trying to make sense of the moves of the other 
stakeholders in these informal conversations.  
We believe that informal conversations are shadow 
conversations that should not be underestimated as a 
condition for innovation processes. We can see how the 
interaction at certain moments are influenced by what is 
said and what is not said. Stacey (2011) refers to the 
notion of shadow conversation, by which he means 
informal conversation that is challenging the prevailing 
ideology; it does not feel appropriate to formally speak 
about this challenge. “Be open” is often expressed as an 
ideal in collaboration, and seems to be an underlying 
ideology for Participatory Design, but when tension 
grows between stakeholders, shadow conversations 
grow accordingly.   
OPEN STAKEHOLDER INTEREST NEGOTIATION 
During the stakeholder meeting (Seminar 2, 2012) the 
design consultants questioned the concept. They 
challenged what was actually known about the needs of 
the arthritis patients, and challenged how the interests of 
the involved stakeholders might be setting limits for the 
project.  
 
Fig 5: The stakeholders negotiating  
Design consultant 1 questions whether the target group 
is clarified:...I'm not trying to critique or conflict the 
fundamentals. But I think that you and we owe ourselves to 
outline the basic assumptions... 
Owner 2: We have all along been focusing on arthritis 
patients.  
Design consultant 1: If we at this stage are back at 
discussing what the user needs are, then the target group is 
not clearly "defined".  
Owner 1: (maybe it) is not clearly "communicated". 
 
The design consultants moved on to also question the 
product concept. Should the Strong Hand only be used 
in the kitchen? 
Owner 1: If we install it as fixated in the kitchen, then we 
have excluded ourselves from all the other places. That is not 
clever. It has to be mobile. 
Design consultant 1: We can see that your old specifications 
are the reason that it is designed as it is, because you want to 
grip over the handle of a gasoline gun. 
Owner 1: We would receive the money when we would meet 
these three requirements: Cutting bread, opening a jar lid and 
perform a pinch to open pill packaging. Then it will also be 
able to handle a kitchen cloth and it will be able to handle a 
gasoline gun. It's not more complicated than this. 
If it for owner 1 had been an attempt to stop the 
conversation, he did not succeed. Design consultant 1 
proceeds to question the interests of the involved 
stakeholders. He questions whether: 
a. the truss maker wants the final product to be 
individually adjusted, to strengthen his own business? b. 
the product must contain an actuator, since an actuator 
company is involved? c. the product needs to be 
mechatronic since this is the key competence of the 
product development consultancy? 
As they went through stakeholder interests, the owners 
avoided responding directly. So design consultant 1 
continued:
Design consultant 1: Can we somehow outline this, 
together? Is there something about the funding from EU? 
Owner 1: No no no no. I would like to ask you to look 
through the material we sent you. It is the heavy grips in the 
kitchen, it is the mobility. I have to repeat, it hasn't changed. 
Issues of conflicting interests had until now usually 
been dealt with in shadow conversations. Here such 
themes were brought up openly, maybe as an attempt 
from the design consultant to test whether they wanted 
to become partners. In the present moment, being in the 
midst of such conflicts can be felt unpleasant. However 
we will argue that this discussion triggered some very 
important and helpful conversations for the 
development of the product.  
ROOM FOR NOISE  
In the above-mentioned conflict the power relation 
between the owners and the design consultants is clearly 
emphasised. The aim to challenge the overall concept 
across stakeholder interests is not taken up positively. 
Owner 1 immediately fires back and rejects the attempt 
to challenge the concept based on the assumption that 
the design company are "newcomers" in the project, and 
therefore not as deeply into the material as the other 
stakeholders. None of the other stakeholders, including 
us, takes up the themes raised by the design consultant. 
Until this meeting the contribution from the design 
consultants had only been to ‘beautify’ the mock-up 2, 
which had been quite expensive. We believe that they 
took the opportunity to test whether the concept could 
be renegotiated, and so to say test their opportunities of 
influence. In hindsight we also see that the owners had
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invited them to take a more active role, without telling 
us.  
In our internal reflection we have used the term "noise" 
about the conflicts that arise among the stakeholders. At 
certain points it seems that there has been more room 
for disturbing and deviant perspectives. The early 
comments from the occupational therapists about such 
devices not being used has been remembered 
throughout the entire development process: “We do not 
want to end up in the drawer”, so although it was 
“noisy” when said, it had been highly influencing.  
So the “noise” coming from the occupational therapists 
was accepted and the “noise” coming from the design 
consultants was rejected. Timing might be an issue. The 
moment of the design consultant questioning was 
perceived as much more heated, and maybe for this 
reason there was not so much room for noise. Drawing 
on Elias (1994) Stacey (2011) understands power as 
interdependency, in contrast to power as “power over”. 
In creating such interdependencies we will be including 
and excluding each other; as an example, when the 
owners turned to the design company, they temporarily 
excluded us. If the design company was to become 
partners this would be a stronger interdependency, but 
after the open challenge the owners excluded the 
designer consultants and broke this interdependency.   
The term “noise” has some problems, because what is 
perceived as noise for some is the agenda for others. So 
“noise” only makes sense if we know from which 
perspective. Here we have been using the term as a 
reflection of how the inputs have been taken up by the 
owners.  
Conflicts can result in exclusion. However, we argue 
that the challenge brought by such a conflict did pose a 
beneficial outcome for the project. The challenge that 
was taken up by the design company did influence the 
development significantly, although the design company 
never realized that. And this also counts for the 
occupational therapists. Until now we believe that they 
have not been able to recognize how their input have 
been influential for the development. In that sense the 
wording “noise” might be very precise: the challenging 
inputs were mostly met with immediate rejection, and 
even when they create significant impact they are not 
recognized by the ones who contributed as significant, 
but only as “noise”.   
THE CONFLICT AS CREATOR OF NEW DIRECTIONS 
In the recent reflection meeting with the owners one of 
the themes we talked about was how the weight of the 
final demonstrator was negotiated.  
Owner 2: …when we moved from this one (mock-up 1) to this 
one (mock-up 2), this was the lowest we could go in weight. It 
couldn't be lighter. And now you can see how it can still be 
done (pointing at the demonstrator). 
Owner 1: ...(the product development consultant) was pulling 
his hair… 
They explained that this experience had forced the 
Product development consultants to completely rethink 
their mechanical solution. 
Owner 2: When you are under enough pressure, you can 
suddenly do things… we couldn't have gone from here 
(pointing at mock-up 1) to here (pointing at the Demonstrator) 
 
 
Fig. 6: Owner 2 pointing at the Demonstrator during the recent 
reflection meeting, using a tangible tool, the "Flow model" by van 
Oorschot, R. et al. (2013) 
The onwers here express the view that mock-up 2 was 
enabling new ideas to emerge about how one could 
reduce the weight. Met with the challenges from the 
users the product developers had to rethink their 
approach to meet the user requirements exposed through 
the studies with mock-up 2. So to the owners, mock-up 
2 served as a catalyst towards the Demonstrator.  
When confronted with this view, the product developers 
disagree. From their perspective, the technical 
specifications for the Demonstrator were developed 
during the production of Mock-up 2. As their response 
the product developers created fig. 7 to convey their 
perspective.  
Fig. 7: How the product development consultants see the development 
process towards the Demonstrator (modified for readability) 
From their perspective, the development of the 
Demonstrator is an outcome of early experiences of 
developing Mock-up 2, and represented in the figure by 
the blue line. However, for us it is quite unclear what 
has been going on in the time of the dotted blue line. 
The outcome of the user studies and the following 
conflicts are not considered or even illustrated. 
However, we notice that the model shows a gap 
representing the period where we have identified the 
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rising conflict of intentions. As we introduced the user 
studies and the design consultants entered the project for 
a short period, the stakeholders had to negotiate.  
What the product development consultants express is 
that the open conflict between the owners and the 
design consultants enabled them to communicate more 
clearly than before, how they wanted to design the 
Demonstrator, but it did not make them change their 
design approach as such.  
If we go back to the video material from te meeting with 
the conflict (seminar 2, 2012) we can see, that towards 
the end of the meeting design consultant 1 went on to 
challenge the concept of the Strong Hand with a series 
of alternative concept illustrations (at this point Owner 1 
had left the meeting). 
After going through the different concept illustrations, 
the question came: So what do you think about this? 
Owner 2: I think the important thing is, that we see that those 
who can actually use it (the Strong Hand), don't need it. And 
those who need it can’t use it. So we need to dig deeper in this 
and see whether a weight reduction will improve this 
discovery. If not, we are forced to look at other solutions. 
Production consultant: We also need to look at the intervals, 
can they use 350 grams for 5 or 10 minutes or can they only 
use it for 1 minute? There must be some kind of curve between 
weight and endurance. 
Design consultant 2: This user group we have here, would 
they be willing to try this? 
The conversation continued around the weight theme 
and evolved around the insight that the concept was too 
heavy to be used by most arthritis patients. Although the 
design consultants do not go back to focus on the weight 
theme of the actual prototype, the owners and the 
product development consultants pick up the challenge 
from the design consultant and become focused on the 
weight issues. 
We believe that it unfolded in a new way because a less 
credible stakeholder took the chance to provoke the 
developers on a more conceptual level. This new 
meaning is established in the articulation of crossing 
intentions (Buur & Larsen, 2010) but does not 
necessarily result in a common understanding among 
participants. 
In this respect, we believe that Mock-up 2 and the 
conflicts it created had a huge impact for the 
improvement of the physical object. Johannesen & 
Stacey (2005) bring in the notion “social object”, 
referring to the way something is understood in the on-
going conversation. Social objects can be non-tangible, 
such as “organization”, however also physical objects 
are negotiated as social objects. The discussion about 
weight is more than negotiating the physical properties, 
it is negotiating the strong hand as a social object, e.g. 
mock-up 2 as being too heavy and not useful. The 
"meaning" lies in the interaction of the participants 
about the object and their understanding of it. 
THE INFLUENCE OF THE TRUSS MAKER 
In the ongoing negotiations we see shifting views of the 
role of the users and how the product should be sold to 
them. Here a particular stakeholder, the truss maker got 
a significant role. 
The truss maker became involved in the project a year 
before mock-up 2 was ready for usability testing. At that 
time the Strong Hand was seen as an aid that should be 
available to any arthritis patient and ready for use 
without further adaptation or training. In the 
negotiations about moving from mock-up 2 towards the 
Demonstrator the truss maker argued that individual 
fitting and individual advice would be essential, and 
also that this could solve the problems faced, e.g. the 
arthritis patients should learn how to use mock-up 2. 
These arguments got more and more weight as the 
problems grew bigger, and consequently the owners 
now see the final product as being sold by truss makers, 
who to some extent will perform individual fitting. 
During seminar 2 the truss maker argued: There are pro's 
and con's for everything. I don't see this as a standard tool 
which you can pick from a shelf in a (tool shop). .. It has to 
be...individually customized … this has some costs. And the 
patients know this. The challenge is that the help they can get, 
exceeds the inconveniences related to using (the device). 
In contrast to this the owners blamed the physical 
concept for not being well enough built to enable the 
dialogue with the users that they were looking for. If it 
had only been able to do more, then the feedback from 
the users would have been different.  
Owner 1: (the device) cannot be "swung aside"…so these 
processes, where you prepare "packed lunch", we can only 
imagine that we should take it off. So we have not gone far 
enough. … it should have had this feature, then it would have 
been a good tool for dialogue. It is not quite there yet. 
We understand the rationale behind this as: for owner 1 
the user studies are only giving feedback to existing 
concepts. Evaluating the user inputs enables him to 
justify why a specific function is to be included in a 
later iteration. In contrast, our intentions of taking the 
observant, ethnographic approach, was to allow for a 
broader reflection and interpretation. 
The truss maker: Why should we include this from the start? 
Why not let it be an option in the "module", the system.  
The truss maker here argues for a continuous 
involvement with the end user, which would be 
something the truss makers would do.  
The product development consultant agrees. In his view, 
including too many features will blur the purpose of the 
concept and eventually cause them to miss the target. 
He argues for testing low fidelity concepts first. This 
approach would mean involving users more frequently 
during the development of the Demonstrator instead of 
only in the end, thus creating the design with more user 
participation.  
Also here it makes sense to talk about the Strong Hand 
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as a social object, in more than one sense, what it might 
be for the user, how it might be sold and how it might 
be developed. 
INVOLVEMENT AS A MEANS OF NEGOTIATION 
As participants we have discovered how our beliefs and 
our approach as researchers have played a role in the 
interaction between the owners and the product 
development consultants. At a preparation meeting 
towards seminar 1, we suggested to the owners that the 
stakeholders could work with low fidelity mock-ups, 
based on the findings in the usability studies.  
Fig. 8: The consultant from the PD consultancy responds to building 
tangibles together 
This was immediately refused by owner 1, who argued 
that this was not how professionals work, and that 
surely the product development consultants would 
prefer creating mock-ups in their own labs and of much 
higher quality. Owner 1 argued that it might be 
appropriate for students to work with low fidelity mock-
ups, but not for the professionals the owner considers 
the product development consultants to be. 
However, when the product development consultants 
after the video seminar, were presented to this approach, 
they were enthusiastic and stated that: Having something 
tangible could help us say, this is something that we agree on; 
this is the way to go. It would say more than these posters 
(referring to the posters generated in groups during the 
workshop).  
So the product development consultants were eager to 
step out of their traditional practice and get closer to the 
possibilities within user driven innovation. 
The owners seem to have a certain image of the product 
development consultants. The PD consultancy was 
chosen because Owner 1 has an old strong relation to 
the top manager of the PD consultancy. We cannot help 
but wonder if the “old relations” between Owner 1 and 
the head of the PD consultancy influence his image of 
what he might consider as “professional” also for the 
actual consultant that is involved.  
We have previously confronted the product 
development consultants with this line of thinking. In 
this context, the old relations were rejected as having 
influence on the development of the project. However 
from their point of view, other interests are at play. The 
financial constellation of the entire project is in, their 
eyes, an enabling constraint for the owners to assign 
excessive requirements to the product development 
consultants, which they do not have to account for 
themselves. To them, this is key in the discussion of old 
relations and power. 
NEGOTIATING USER INPUT  
In the project we have experienced how user inputs 
have been repeatedly discussed. User input have been 
interpreted and assigned different values in the on-going 
negotiations between stakeholders. As user experiences 
with mock-up 2 were presented in the 2012 seminar 1 
using video, we experienced that the comments from an 
elderly but sporty arthritis patient were assigned much 
more value than comments from a younger, heavier and 
more passive user. Furthermore, comments from users 
that aligned with the position of a stakeholder were 
more easily accepted and referred to than comments that 
were not in line with the perspective of the stakeholder. 
The following example is from a late workshop in 
November 2012, where users and developers were 
brought together to give and receive feedback on the 
development of the demonstrator. In the afternoon 
session, after the users have left, owner 1 is interpreting 
the user inputs they received in the morning: 
Owner 1: Lotte (user) was not very price sensitive (...) Elna 
(user) has a cut-off at 10.000 DKR. So at a 7.500 DKR price 
tag, we will reach Lotte and Elna. 
This is an extreme case of interpreting user feedback at 
will. But it is also an outstanding example of how user 
feedback is used in the negotiations between 
participants. Soon after, Frederik (author) gives his 
version: 
Frederik: We asked the users, how they would price this 
compared to other products (...) Lotte compared this to a 
combined "zimmer frame and iPhone", at a price range of 
around 4-5.000 DKR. 
At this point in the project, a new external designer had 
been hired. He responded: 
Designer: What do you think would happen, if you asked 
people to look at an iPhone and estimate the price? Would 
their answer represent the actual price? 
Owner 2 responds immediately: I'm quite sure, when they 
themselves say 4-5.000 DKR, I don't think 7.500 DKR is a 
problem. 
The user comments are to large extent used as fuel in 
the on-going political negotiation. Direct statements 
from the users are interpreted, confronted and 
negotiated and the actual statements from the users are 
assigned less value than the social meaning, which is 
collaboratively constructed and negotiated on them. 
Since we have been part of these political negotiations, 
we cannot consider ourselves neutral researchers. As 
soon as the usability studies had been completed the 
owners asked for our immediate impressions from the 
studies. Our intention was not to give half conclusions 
based on our gut feeling but to present the results of the 
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usability studies during seminar 1 after thorough 
analysis. However, we did find ourselves conveying our 
immediate impressions, namely that the users found 
mock-up 2 big, heavy and ugly, and faced with the 
overwhelming critique the owners turned to the design 
consultancy for help.  
NEGOTIATING OUR ROLE 
Our role in the project has recently been commented by 
the owners. Owner 1: “The weakness in the 
anthropological method is about coming to know what can be 
done to make the users more satisfied, and that the 
“anthropologists” from SPIRE are checking out when the 
synthesis of the next prototype has to be decided on the 
renewed grounding” 
In the beginning the owners expressed their view on this 
as us testing the two mock-ups with the users, a role that 
we did not see ourselves fit nicely into. In the response 
we read a kind of dissatisfaction that we did not involve 
ourselves more into the actual product development.  
In a recent interview, the product consultants named our 
role "not-neutral, but passive". In trying to act "neutral" 
in the process of delivering the “results” from the 
usability studies and allow for open interpretation of the 
studies, the format of the “results” was, unquestionably, 
heavily influenced by us and of our own impressions. 
We chose how to approach the users, we asked the 
questions, we generated the themes to focus on and we 
chose the specific video material for the others to reflect 
on. As designers we are well aware that our work will 
be immediately interpreted when seen. As researchers, 
we want to enable others to reflect on our studies. As 
participants in the process, we seek to provide value to 
the project with our involvement. We cannot avoid the 
on-going interaction with the other participants, and we 
also have to face the consequences of the in-the-moment 
sense making of our contribution, made by the other 
participants. 
CONCLUSION 
From the previous reflections one might consider this as 
a project that has gone wrong. This is not our point. On 
the contrary we see how the demonstrator is developing 
into a promising prototype. And we believe that these 
negotiations, with all their troubles and their 
implications have contributed to a better product. The 
demonstrator has emerged out of the actual constraints 
that in many ways have been far from ideal, but 
nevertheless have been enabling a prototype that no one 
could have imagined as a pure thought process. 
As the tensions in the project increased, shadow themes 
evolved. We have shown how one action led to the next, 
which involved informal and more or less covert 
conversations. We consider such 'behind the scenes' 
negotiations of interests a shadow theme as they 
appeared unspoken during the activities but in hindsight, 
were heavily negotiated through the approach of the 
design consultants. 
 
Fig. 8: The latest rendering of the Demonstrator, the grip can be 
detached and the weight is low. 
As conflicts emerged between the participants, new 
themes which otherwise might not have been articulated 
came to surface. The provocative approach taken by the 
design consultancy enabled the owners and the product 
consultants to unfold challenges such as the weight of 
the device. However this also resulted in exclusion of 
the approaching participant. So novelty emerges, even 
when the participants are not able to establish a 
common ground, not as a result of common ground.  
Looking at the negotiation of the participants around the 
usability studies enables us to reflect on mock-up 2 as a 
social object. The meaning of the device is continuously 
negotiated in the interaction of the participants, 
including us. We argue that this emerged out of the 
challenge around mock-up 2 and the crossing intentions 
of the different participants, including ourselves. In this 
light it is not possible to say whether the approach of 
any of the participants "should have" been different 
from the beginning, as the roles of the participants is to 
a high extent constructed in their on-going interaction. 
In our on-going involvement in the project we have 
discovered how relations and power themes have been 
influencing, at the same time also potentially changing 
these. We observe that earlier relations play a role for 
the interaction. 
Larsen & Buur (2010) emphasise the quality of 
conversation as key in innovation, and they conclude 
that conversations may lead to innovation when: (1) 
crossing intentions are allowed to surface; and new 
themes emerge in the interactions (2) new, vigorous 
concepts emerge that resonate with participants’ own 
experiences; (3) there is a spontaneity that allows 
participants to imagine new roles in which there is an 
on-going discussion and readjustment of goals; and (4) 
facilitation is exercised within the circle of participation, 
rather than from ‘outside’.  
Their conclusion is based on reflecting on work with 
theatre in a staged setting. If we look at these 
conclusions from the experience of this four-year 
project, we can easily see crossing intentions as a key 
driver. We see how the participant’s own experience is 
co-creating the understanding of the user inputs, but we 
also see how the on-going interactions are changing the 
understanding of own experiences. We have seen that 
spontaneity is driving the conversations into new 
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themes, but as noticed by Larsen (2005) we also see that 
this is linked with an experience of risk. As consultants 
and researchers we have been participants negotiating 
our role like the other stakeholders.   
The thinking in Participatory Design has been reflected 
in CoDesign recently (Greenbaun & Loi, 2012) as: (1) 
equalising power relations, (2) situation based actions, 
(3) mutual learning and (4) help different participants 
(to) express their needs and visions.  
We can see that from the perspective of Participatory 
Innovation, we cannot see ourselves as equalizing 
power relations. We argue in line with Stacey (2011) 
that power relations can best be understood as 
interdependency. The interdependencies and patterns of 
communication created in the project become what 
Stacey (2011) has coined “an enabling constraint”; a 
constraining condition which at the same time enables 
the development. What we have seen has not been 
equalising, but continuous change in these 
interdependencies. We have also seen how the user 
perspectives have been interpreted and negotiated as a 
part of the interdependencies among the other 
stakeholders.  
Activities wherein stakeholders have been set up to 
collaborate with experts and users on concrete issues 
have allowed for reflection and new meaning to emerge, 
pushing the project forward and have been accelerating 
the decision process. However, the Participatory 
Innovation approaches taken have also resulted in 
confusion and conflict of intentions. In these conflicts 
stakeholders have come to articulate their own 
approach, which then frequently at the same time 
paradoxically has been changing. As well as learning 
has been established in the co-creation and negotiation 
of a common goal for the project from one stakeholder's 
point of view, others have had less success in bringing 
forth their insight. As we look through our research the 
quality of the conflict often results in a positive 
contribution to the project at the same time, as there are 
problems. Facing the challenges is the essence in 
innovation. One conclusion on the detailed reflections 
we have done is to do things different next time. As well 
as we hope this will be the case, we must also learn 
from the experience. Another project will cause its own 
constraints; potential starting points for rejecting such a 
project and its process as "not good enough"; however 
we must acknowledge these constraints as enabling 
development, potentially leading to novelty and 
innovation. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper examines and contrasts two methods 
that can be used for advancing participatory 
innovation in organizations: the Lateral thinking 
method and theatre improvisation method. While 
both of these methods are aimed at increasing 
creativity as a means of improving participative 
innovation, they differ on their conceptualizations 
of creativity, goals and processes. Utilization of the 
methods is illustrated by reporting on two 
creativity development workshops. The paper 
sheds light on methods for fostering creativity and 
participatory innovation, and highlights the 
collective nature of co-creation in participatory 
innovation.  
INTRODUCTION 
The realization of the potential of organizational 
members in collaboration with various stakeholders to 
generate ideas, define problems and implement 
improvements and solutions for organizational goals is 
increasingly seen in terms of participatory (Buur and 
Matthews, 2008) or high-involvement innovation 
(Bessant & Caffyn 1997). Such innovation hinges on 
organizational ability to enable, motivate and support a 
wide set of actors to contribute to the development and 
application of new ideas and improvements in the day to 
day work context as well as to radical innovations. In 
this paper we examine two alternative methods that can 
be used for increasing participatory innovation in 
organizations: Lateral Thinking and improvisational 
theatre.  
As creativity is the key driver of innovation (Styhre and 
Sundgren, 2005), innovation management literature has 
proposed methods for developing organizational 
creativity. Among the most well-known ones are the 
Lateral thinking method (de Bono 1992), TRIZ 
(Altshuller 1999), Simplex (Basadur et. al. 2000) and 
Brainstorming (Osborn 1963). A rather less known 
method for fostering creativity and innovation is based 
on application of improvisational theatre techniques to 
organizational development, which is in line with the 
view that innovation and organizations are demonstrated 
in communicative interaction (Mead, 1934; Stacey, 
2006) between people involved. In this paper we 
contrast Lateral Thinking and improvisational theatre 
based method.   
The Lateral thinking method (de Bono, 1992) is a 
cognition-based method. The method aims to increase 
finding ideas outside normal thinking patterns by a 
structured approach where divergent and convergent 
thinking are promoted in turns. In the Lateral Thinking 
method creativity is described as serious, deliberate and 
systematic, in contrast to artistic creativity or natural 
talent or simply “acting crazy” (De Bono, 1992; Provost 
and Sproul, 1996). More specifically, De Bono and 
Sproul strongly highlight the difference between artistic 
or natural talent creativity and creativity in the Lateral 
Thinking method. Creativity, within this rather limited 
definition, is presented as a fundamental basis for 
improvement activities in organizations as well as in 
problem-solving and in innovations for full use of 
existing knowledge. Indeed, the Lateral Thinking 
method to supports creative thinking component 
(Amabile 1998) of creativity.  
Improvisational theatre represents an art-based approach 
on creativity as well as collective creativity. Also, 
concept distributed creativity (Sawyer and DeZutter; 
2009) is known in context of improvisational theatre. 
There is no pre-defined script in an improvisational 
theatre performance, and it highlights the contextual, 
situational and constantly developing nature of 
creativity and knowing. Improvisational theatre 
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performance is a collective process of creation, which is 
played out in mutual interaction (Friis, 2006). There is a 
shared leadership and reciprocated responsibility, and 
actors are supposed to support and scaffold each other 
(Johns-Steiner, 2000; Catmull, 2008). The performance 
is typically very collective and interactive situation of 
creation and it can be described as immediate social 
interaction or as a collective flow in which the reality 
(world) becomes continuously and collectively 
constructed and reconstructed.  
Training in improvisational theatre aims to prepare 
actors for unplanned improvisational performance – it 
never gives ready-made patterns of behaviour or 
solutions for the actors. On the one hand, training aims 
to increase openness or free imagination (Johnstone, 
1996) to enable participants to trust and utilize their 
imagination, emotions and experiences and to express 
them. On the other hand training build enablers of 
collective attention, interaction and team coherence and 
it thereby consciously and collectively create space for 
creativity to emerge. As a result the team plays like an 
organism (Spolin 1977; Johnstone 1996).  
It is fruitful to explore through critical comparison the 
two methods, Lateral thinking and improvisational 
theatre training, to increase understanding of the role 
and support of creativity in organizations in terms of 
participatory innovation. The comparison increases 
understanding of the suitability and the limitations of 
the methods for fostering participatory innovation in 
organizations. By contrasting these two methods we 
shed light on the enablers of participatory innovation 
and discuss the advantages of each method for fostering 
creativity and innovation. Thereby, the contribution of 
our paper is to increase understanding of the facilitation 
of participatory innovation, and more specifically we 
highlight the social dimension and the collective nature 
of co-creation in participatory innovation.  
From practical perspective the paper at hand highlights 
the strengths and weaknesses of each method in terms 
of participatory innovation and it thereby enable the 
practitioners to develop more tailored and case sensitive 
methods for facilitation of participatory innovation in 
organizations.  
PARTICIPATORY INNOVATION 
The realization of the potential of organizational 
employees and various other stakeholders to generate 
and implement ideas, for product, process 
improvements, as well as for organizing work and 
paradigm changes can be categorized under terms of 
participatory (Buur and Matthews, 2008) or high-
involvement innovation (Bessant, 2003; Bessant & 
Caffyn 1997; Hallgren, 2009). In product development 
between designers/producers and users, the concept 
user-driven innovation is often used for participative 
innovation (Buur and Matthews, 2008). Participative 
innovation hinges on an overall organizational ability to 
enable, motivate and support a wide set of actors to 
contribute to the development and application of new 
ideas and improvements in the day to day work for 
organizational outcomes (Bessant, 2003; Bessant & 
Caffyn, 1997; Hallgren, 2009).  
The full empowerment of various stakeholders in co-
creation and innovation activities throughout the whole 
innovation process is a fundamental characteristic of 
participative innovation, whether it concerns utilization 
of user needs, or front-line employee insights. This kind 
of functioning is related with behavioural patterns, 
practices and culture in the organization. To reach high-
involvement in innovation needs to be consciously 
rehearsed to empower employees as active participants 
in innovation and developmental processes to the extent 
that continuous problem finding, definition and solving 
is part daily work in such organization. 
In this paper we focus on Lateral Thinking (de Bono, 
1992) and improvisational theatre (Johnstone, 1979; 
Koppett, 2002) methods for fostering participatory 
innovation in organizations. In order to fully utilize the 
creative potential of the participating individuals, the 
method should encourage and empower the innovative 
behaviour of individuals and groups as well as cross-
border interaction between individuals throughout the 
organization. On the one hand, it has to both support 
and facilitate idea generation, promotion for idea 
development, implementation and realization of the 
ideas in practice. On the other hand, it needs to build 
suitable conditions for creative interaction between 
people to enable the group power to be arisen, because 
activities of co-creation (idea generation, promotion and 
realization) happen in social interaction between 
participating members. Furthermore, the creative 
process is non-linear instead it is emerging in interaction 
and therefore, the radical turning points need to be 
accepted. Next we examine the two methods from the 
point of view of their background, views to creativity, 
goals, processes, principles and possibilities in respect 
to participatory innovation.    
LATERAL THINKING METHOD AND 
IMPROVISATIONAL THEATRE METHOD IN 
PROMOTING PARTICIPATIVE INNOVATION  
In the following we compare the two methods under 
focus from the point of view of creativity, their 
background, goals, processes, principles and 
possibilities in respect to participating people involved 
in the process of innovation. In Table 1we present the 
comparison of the key characteristics between the two 
methods. 
CREATIVITY 
In Lateral Thinking method creativity is described as 
serious, deliberate and systematic, in contrast to artistic 
creativity or natural talent or acting crazy (De Bono 
1992, Provost and Sproul, 1996). More specifically, De 
Bono (1992) and Provost and Sproul (1996) highlight 
the difference between artistic (natural talent creativity) 
and serious creativity in lateral thinking method. In 
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Lateral Thinking individuals are seen as key sources of 
ideas. Similarly, West and Richter (2009) understand 
individual creativity as generation of new ideas, 
requiring creative characteristics of an individual, while 
innovation is implementation of the ideas into practice. 
However, in Lateral Thinking creativity is seen as a 
fundamental basis for improvement activities in 
organizations, in problem-solving, in innovations and 
for the full use of existing knowledge. More 
specifically, lateral thinking method fosters creative 
thinking component (Amabile 1998) of creativity.  
 
 
Table 1: Comparison of Lateral Thinking and Improvisational Theatre 
methods. 
Improvisational theatre represents the art based 
approach on creativity. In improvisational theatre 
creativity is understood as a process composed of 
people’s ideas, contributions, imagination, interaction, 
collective meaning creation, environmental influences, 
timing, fortune and mistakes. Instead being linear 
process, creativity is viewed as distributed (Sawyer and 
DeZutter; 2009) or as a rhizome, where horizontally 
dispersed knowledge can be connected to whatever 
node (Deleuze & Guattari, 1988; Styhre & Sundgren, 
2005). Thus, creativity is more about connections and 
collective activity (West & Altik 1996; Bissola & 
Imperatori 2011). However, individuals being able to 
imagine, utilize their interpersonal creativity, and 
contribute on collective process of creation is 
emphasized in improvisational theatre.    
GOAL
Lateral Thinking is goal and outcome oriented method 
and designed for particular and well defined theme or 
problem. As a result a number of ideas and concepts 
around the problem are produced. At the best the 
session produces one or few optional solutions for the 
problem for the further development, testing and for the 
basis of decision making.   
Improvisation theatre based method on the first hand 
aims to develop both individual and group skills and 
empower participants in collective creation.  Including 
plenty of various kinds of exercises it can also be used 
creatively for idea generation. In improvisational 
training the rational goals are seldom used in the 
initiative steps of the training. Thus, the outcome of 
improvisational workshops seldom is a concrete number 
of ideas, rather it provides intangible outcomes like 
improved communication, interaction and group 
cohesion, improved climate for creativity, freedom the 
imagine and contribute on collective creation.  
PROCESS 
Lateral thinking method is systematic process (Fig. 1), 
starting from problem definition or with a given 
problem (objective of idea generation) and following 
the divergent thinking phase.  Individual idea generation 
initiates the process, which is followed by 
conceptualization of ideas either in pairs or in groups on 
which process it is also possible to add new ideas. 
Individual ideation is used to avoid social loafing, 
where only few people contribute on situations, while 
others remain passive spectators. In addition, 
distractions to the individual ideation, e.g. social 
influence by others, is avoided. Others’ ideas are not 
seen as welcomed triggers, but as cueing and limiting 
disturbances to individual ideation. Furthermore, 
working individually is utilized to avoid social 
inhibitions i.e. feeling uncomfortable in groups. 
(Provost and Sproul, 1996) In following convergent 
thinking phase through evaluation, selection and 
development of ideas the one or few possible solutions 
are taken for testing. The convergent thinking phase can 
be carried out as a group work or it can be done by the 
owner of the problem. Along the process some variation 
can be caused by choosing various kinds of supporting 
tools, like provocation, random entry or challenge in 
different stages of the process and only if they are 
needed. Advantage of Lateral Thinking method is its 
ability to survey diversity of individual experiences and 
opinions.  
 
Figure 1: Lateral thinking process. 
Improvisation theatre based method is less structured. 
Although it utilizes a ready-made set of exercises, it is 
always tailor-made for the each case and the primary 
purpose of the training. To know who the participating 
people are is also fundamental in planning the session. 
However, the training session usually start with 
warming. If the people involved do not know each other 
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also “getting to know” each other and “ice-breakings” 
are included. In general, the purpose of the training 
defines the constitution of the process. For example, if 
the aim is to foster communication and interaction 
within work community more weight are put into 
exercises supporting these aims. While building team 
cohesion can form another combination of the exercises. 
In addition, the expertise of the participants also 
influence on the content of the process. In other words, 
there is difference in the process between beginners and 
more advanced improvisers. Indeed, improvisational 
theatre fruitfully models social interaction, where 
meaning emerges from intentions, action and responses 
(Friis, 2006). 
INTERACTION  
Lateral thinking method does not pay any attention on 
the social relations and trust building between the 
participating members, although it utilizes turn by turn 
both individual and group working. In a case if an 
individual is not able to produce ideas due too strong 
internal criticism or being unfamiliar with producing 
ideas in individual idea generation phases the situation 
might be frustrating. At the same time, some individuals 
prefer to generate ideas alone. In group working phase, 
participants organize ideas under concepts together and 
generate ideas building on what already is presented. 
Furthermore, the extraction and evaluation is possible to 
carry out as group work.  
In contrast, Improvisational theatre highly put efforts 
on the social relations and interaction between the 
participating members throughout the workshop. 
Indeed, all exercises are carried out in pairs or in group 
by paying attention on listening, awareness and 
communication (including non-verbal communication). 
By breaking the conventional social behaviours and by 
offering a kind of new rules for social interaction the 
trainings enable the participants to discover and 
recognize their limiting thought patters, mental models 
and behaviours.  
CLIMATE FOR CREATIVITY 
Lateral thinking method does not pay any attention on 
building climate for creativity. Instead, it is fundamental 
basis of improvisational theatre training. By building 
trust, team cohesion, support for other, and sharing 
leadership and responsibility the improvisational theatre 
at the best invites participants to contribute.  
EMPIRICAL STUDY: METHODOLOGY 
To examine how Lateral thinking and theatre 
improvisation method can be used for furthering 
participative innovation, we executed innovation 
workshops with both methods. Data collection was 
based on two creativity workshops demonstrations 
carried out among the research unit personnel. The 
duration of the both workshops was 2,5 hours. The 
participants were interviewed after the each workshop. 
In the Lateral Thinking workshop there were 8 
participants/interviews and in the Improvisational 
theatre workshop there were 7 participants/interviews 
carried out. The duration of the interviews varied 
between 13 – 35 minutes. In addition, the tape recorded 
reflection sessions and one group work sessions were 
also used as research data. 
Interview data was transcribed and analysed by content 
analysis. We were interested on perceptions and 
experiences of the participants about the two 
workshops. In interview the we asked about how the 
participants experienced the workshops, how each 
method fosters creativity, was there any difficulties 
during the workshop, what the participants learned, 
what was the key “outcome” of the workshops and 
where they would use the method. 
In both workshops the responsible author of this paper 
acted as a facilitator, while the second author was taking 
part as a participant in the trainings.   
CASE LATERAL THINKING 
Lateral thinking workshop was started by defining the 
problem i.e. the objective for the session (Table 2). It 
was put into form of a question: “How could we develop 
our future living?” The idea generation phase was 
started by individual ideation - each participant putting 
his/her ideas on post-it notes. The extraction phase the 
ideas is conscious and systematic organization of ideas 
and concepts. Along the Lateral Thinking process there 
are various additional tools to be utilized, for example, 
individual ideation can be triggered by using random 
entry or provocation. Random entry is a list of random 
words, from which individual blindly points out one 
random word and uses it as triggering ideation. In 
provocation the negative and reverse wording can be 
used to move out of familiar thinking patterns.  The six 
hat –tool represents parallel group thinking, where, for 
example, the selected solution is evaluated through 
viewing it from different perspectives (colours). The hat 
thinking (de Bono, 1992) constitutes of the focus, 
objective data, why it may work, why it may not work, 
feelings and possibilities. In this demonstration case we 
did not carry out the process until the end, where few 
most promising ideas could be prioritised and taken for 
further development or testing.  
 
Table 2: Events in the Lateral Thinking Workshop 
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CASE IMPROVISATIONAL THEATRE 
The content of the improvisational theatre based 
workshop is presented in Table 3. The exercises were 
adopted from Johnstone (1979) and Koppett (2001) and 
from the improvisational theatre training courses on 
which the responsible author had been involved. In this 
workshop the very basic exercises were included, 
starting with the warming-up trainings followed by the 
trainings concentrating on key principle of 
improvisational theatre: agree, accept and add (known 
also as “yes, and…”). More specifically, the principle to 
build on others ideas is fundamental in improvisation. 
Telling common story one word at time also illustrates 
the distributed creativity, real-time action and 
spontaneity. The core nature of improvisational theatre 
is that creation happens in real-time interaction between 
the participating members and the context, which 
emergence is impossible to control by single participant. 
 
Table 3: Events in improvisational theatre workshop 
RESULTS 
In the following, we go through the key findings 
concerning the similarities and differences of participant 
impressions about the two different methods for 
facilitating participative innovation.  
LATERAL THINKING WORKSHOP 
Lateral thinking workshop was started by choosing a 
topic for the workshop. We had two alternative choices, 
which the participants were given before the workshop. 
We discussed and modified both topics suitable for the 
workshop and we elected the choice “How could we 
advance the more sustainable building and city living”. 
The process was started by the individual idea 
generation, during which each participant individually 
generated ideas by putting them on the “post-its” one 
idea per one post-it. After few minutes, I as a facilitator 
introduced random entry and provocation tools to 
trigger idea generation further. We continued individual 
idea generation few minutes. Thereafter, the participants 
were grouped into pairs, on which they started to build 
idea concepts from their “post-its” i.e. they grouped the 
similar kind of ideas under one concept. They could also 
add new emerging ideas or concepts. After this pair 
group work, the concepts of the ideas were put on the 
wall. We all started to look at the ideas and what the 
other groups had produced. The ideas were mostly 
dealing the same phenomenon, although, one of the 
pairs was surprised about one idea group (community), 
which they themselves were not at all thought about. 
The concepts were grouped again i.e. the similar kind of 
concepts were connected and also new ones were 
created. Next the ideas and idea groupings should be re-
worked again by starting to reduce concepts and to 
select some possible solutions for further development. 
In the short discussion after the session, the participants 
were missing the real collective idea generation, where 
the ideas of the other could trigger own idea generation.  
Experiences of the participants 
Lateral thinking method was considered as familiar and 
even traditional method, being similarities with several 
other methods for collecting and generating ideas both 
individually and in group.  
The respondents experienced it as individual-driven, 
which didn’t utilize the power of the group from the 
early steps of process, like the following two quotes 
describes:  
“The fact that people were in the same room was not really taken 
advantage of. I feel that we would have got the same number of ideas 
if we had been alone in our offices and written down our ideas.” 
“It was all based on what we had written down by ourselves. I had the 
feeling that nothing special had happened.”  
Supporting creativity
The respondents found that the Lateral Thinking method 
was not creative as one participant it describes:   
“Perhaps it’s the fooling around that has associations with creativity!  
I just had a bit higher expectations.”  
Some of the participants experienced the individual idea 
generation phase difficult, as the following quotes 
describe:   
 “The topic was wrong for me personally – I couldn’t come up with 
ideas – it felt difficult – and I realised that they weren’t all that 
original. I saw that others came up with some good ideas, but the topic 
just felt alien to me.”  
Others were more familiar with individual ideation:   
“At first it felt great working alone but then the ideas just ended, and 
when we started working with a partner, the ideas started coming 
again and the tools [random word and provocation] even increased it. 
It may not be suitable for everyone, but for me it’s perfect.” 
Utilization of tools, like random word and provocation, 
was seen as either triggering creativity.  
The key “outcome” of the method 
The method was considered suitable and effective in 
surveying and collecting ideas with simple techniques in 
a short time. However, the creation of radical and totally 
new openings was not seen very potential with this kind 
of process.   
IMPROVISED THEATRE WORKSHOP 
Improvised theatre based workshop constituted of 
several small exercises. It was started by warming and 
ice-breaking exercises carried out with the whole group. 
In the warming we accepted and celebrated failures, 
which caused a lot of fun and it was experienced 
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enjoyable. After each exercise we shortly reflected the 
feelings and experiences of the participants and as a 
facilitator I also told the key idea of each exercise. 
Starting from the very beginning of the workshop, the 
participants were laughing and smiling, and it seemed 
that they enjoyed the exercises. After the warming we 
took the basics of improvisation, namely the exercises 
dealing with “agree-disagree” and “agree-accept and 
add”. These were carried out in pairs, while the “yes, 
but…“ exercises was taken in a groups of five or six 
people. The story telling one word by word was 
difficult. After reflective discussion, on which the 
mistakes and problems were collectively shared and 
discussed, the participants decided to tell another story 
and now by paying attention on the listening the others. 
In the final discussion the participants were very 
inspired and in good feelings. However, some of them 
missed the concrete results, like number of ideas 
generated or some other useful outcomes.  
Experiences of the participants 
Without exception the participants experienced the 
workshop as fun, playful and giving positive feelings.  
Supporting creativity
The respondents felt themselves relaxed and able to 
throw in experiencing. One respondent considered the 
workshop effective in getting to know each other, like 
the following quotes describe.   
”In two hours you learn more about others  – in telling  a common 
story  or in making offers for other [agree-disagree] – than in working 
two months in the same working place. I feel, that it tells ’between the 
lines’ how people think and act and even such things that one does not 
necessarily have thought – however it becomes conveyed.”  
“You get to know people, and the setting is so informal – there is no 
formality like in the meeting room and you learn whole new things 
about people.”   
The participants found it creating common 
understanding and team cohesion as the following quote 
describes:  
“It can be used to test what this group could be capable of when 
working together. Perhaps it’s not so much producing something new. 
It’s more like reinforcing the group, bringing the individuals together.   
Learning
The participants learned about themselves and found 
themselves being able to spontaneous contribution as 
the following quote describes: “…, but I noticed, that I am 
able to express something spontaneously..”  
The participants learned to see group working in a new 
light from which the following quote gives an example: 
“It also taught me to work in a group. Because whenever I’m in a 
group situation when everyone else is quiet, I feel like I have to do 
something. Now I had to listen – and just noticing how little you can 
influence on the story when everyone had to contribute one by one – 
and noticing that you can’t dictate how the story goes, it makes you 
remember that you’re always only a little part of the group.”   
The key “outcome” of the method 
The key outcomes of improvisational theatre workshop 
were seen to freeing and encouraging individuals to 
experience, throw into situations, and contribute as the 
following quotes describe:   
“Practicing it could make it easier to get more involved, forget about 
any inhibitions and just let go!  “ 
“And when you get into a creative mood, a playful state, it absolutely 
frees you, because they break old routines and the tacit front end of 
innovation. It could work really well as a warm-up exercise before 
systematic idea generation.” 
As an outcome was also mentioned that improvisational 
training models social interaction and collective creation 
like the quote below shows:  
“It’s useful for the kind of social interaction that is essential in 
innovation and all work. It nicely incorporates joint idea generation 
and the social aspect of creativity.” 
The participants noticed that through practicing they 
could reach much more in social interaction.  
DISCUSSION 
In this chapter we discuss the findings from the point of 
view of participative innovation. Participative 
innovation is based on the ability to widely involve 
organizational members and networks in the creation 
and implementation of novelty. The question then 
becomes how to best motivate and enable such a wide 
participation to innovation activities.  
More specifically, co-creation is collective activity 
constituting of various kinds of contributions of the 
actors (both creative and less creative). For achieving 
such a co-creation and utilization of the creative 
potential of the participating individuals it seems 
important that the contributions of all participants are 
highly appreciated, emphasized and they are seen as an 
issues that may change the course of the process. It 
means, that the co-creation process as well as the goal, 
are always flexible and somewhat open ended.   
The two methods studied differ in their possibility to 
encourage and empower the full participation of the 
people involved. Lateral Thinking shifts between 
individual and group working, taking advantage of 
diversity of individual ideas and experiences. 
Furthermore, it basically is idea generation method and 
therefore, it does not put efforts on the full participation 
of the people throughout the co-creation process. In 
contrast, the basis of improvisational theatre is to 
encourage participants to spontaneous contributions by 
accepting failures and by building on others. As a 
collective form of creation it fosters playfulness, 
engagement and full participation of people involved 
throughout the process of creation.  
Concerning the role of creativity in fostering 
participatory innovation the question is about how idea 
generation, development and realization of the ideas in 
practice are supported and facilitated. In the lateral 
thinking method creativity is conceptualized as 
generation of ideas (de Bono, 1992; Provost and Sproul, 
1996; West and Richter; 2009) by providing tool to 
extend thinking (divergent thinking) and thereafter to 
compose ideas (convergent thinking). The method is 
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useful in the front end on innovation and in particular 
problem solving situations, but it does not foster the 
participation throughout the innovation process, namely 
participatory development and implementation 
(realization) of the ideas in practice. In contrast, in 
improvised theatre creativity is understood as a holistic 
and collective social activity, and as essentially 
embedded element throughout the innovation process. 
In this respect, improvised theatre better responds on the 
purposes of participatory innovation as it builds 
conditions i.e. climate and social connectivity for people 
to contribute and engage on innovation. It 
simultaneously develops abilities of the participating 
members to be able to contribute on collective creative 
process.  
The overwhelming obstacle of creativity lies on 
individuals themselves. If they consider themselves as 
“not creative”, it may prevent their contributions on 
situations that require creativity and actions stepping out 
of the familiarities.  For participatory innovation to 
occur it is fundamental that people involved are willing 
to use their potential and contribute for innovation 
process. In this respect, the methods that aim to increase 
creativity of the participants can increase likelihood of 
them to involve on innovation. More specifically, the 
individuals’ belief to perform creative actions evolves 
along the positive experiences (Bandura, 1997) and the 
creativity training can provide positive experiences and 
act as a starting point for increased participation. People 
will opt to perform tasks in which their competency 
beliefs are high and avoid behaviours in which they 
anticipate low skill to perform (Bandura, 1997), which 
can be braked by training. By offering participants 
experiences of being creative – either by producing and 
selecting ideas in the Lateral thinking method, or by 
playful co-creation in the theatre improvisation method,  
both methods have the potential to increase the 
likelihood of future creative behaviours of the 
participants.   
Furthermore, as both the individual attributes and 
contextual factors influence on participative innovation, 
the facilitation methods should capture these both levels 
simultaneously. Improvised theatre method strongly 
puts efforts on building conditions and climate for 
creative interaction between people to enable the group 
power to be arisen. The principle is embedded on 
collective improvisation, where co-creation happens in 
social interaction between participating members. In 
Lateral Thinking method conditions for interaction is 
built by utilizing both individual and group working 
turn by turn.   
Concerning the nature of innovation process the 
methods take almost opposite view. Lateral thinking 
method represents the structured step-by-step process as 
an outcome a huge number of ideas around the problem 
and some potential solutions. In contrast, improvised 
theatre based process represents a non-linear process of 
innovation and the rhizome nature of knowledge. It 
means that any idea or contribution can be connected 
with any of the previous ones and the outcome of the 
process is somewhat open-ended. Therefore, it provides 
more flexibility and allows radical turning points to 
have place.  
Drawing from the methods under examination of this 
paper we present that Lateral Thinking method is a 
viable method to use in particular problem situations 
and at the beginning of the participatory innovation 
process, where a broad array of ideas need to be 
collected. It does not, however, emphasize committing 
the members on participating development and 
implementation of the ideas in practice. In contrast, 
Improvised theatre based method on the one hand 
develops capabilities of the participants to interact, 
share their experiences openly, and build on others and 
it promotes connectivity, continuous exchange and 
dialogue between participating members. On the other 
hand, the improvisational theater based method is 
powerful in empowering and committing participants, 
which can heighten participation on innovation.  
CONCLUSIONS 
In this paper we studied two approaches to fostering 
participatory innovation.  
Representing different backgrounds, views to creativity 
and having different goals and processes the two 
methods studied here offer different possibilities in 
facilitation of participatory innovation.  The Lateral 
Thinking method is effective in surveying and 
organizing ideas from the particular problem field. In 
contrast improvised theatre based method is powerful in 
building social and communicative interaction between 
the people involved. Therefore, it could be interesting to 
combine in various ways the elements of these two 
methods.  
The paper at hand increases understanding of the 
applicability the Lateral Thinking method and 
Improvisational theatre based method for fostering 
participatory innovation in organizations. It thereby 
shed light on the enablers of participatory innovation.  
The main contribution of our paper is to increase 
understanding of the social dimension and the collective 
nature of co-creation in participatory innovation.  
Managerial contribution of the paper highlights the 
strengths and weaknesses of each method in terms of 
participatory innovation and it thereby enable the 
practitioners to develop more tailored and case sensitive 
methods for facilitation of participatory innovation in 
organizations.  
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ABSTRACT 
The method of personas is gaining widespread use, 
not only within IT systems development, but also 
in areas such as architecture, marketing, and 
product development. Personas are descriptions of 
fictitious users derived from on qualitative and/or 
quantitative data. The persona method helps 
designers and design teams to engage in the users 
during the entire design process and to focus the 
design on the user (Nielsen 2012). The method was 
introduced in the late 1990s, but develops 
constantly. A survey of how personas are used in 
Danish companies, performed in November 2012 
and running into January 2013, shows that more 
companies now communicate personas through 
role-playing instances (using e.g. masks and 
scenes) besides communication via posters. In 
addition designers perform user journeys using 
personas.  
INTRODUCTION 
This paper reports from a research project that looks 
into how the method of personas is used in commercial 
settings, the benefits and pitfalls of the method, and the 
different forms of communication and use. During 
winter 2012/13, 13 Danish companies were interviewed 
and one of the findings is that companies use personas 
in activities of role-play. This paper focuses on these 
activities, the way they are carried out, and the reasons 
for performing. 
PERSONAS, SCENARIOS, STORIES 
Persona descriptions are static, but ideas for design and 
interactions come to light in narrative scenarios. 
Scenarios have a strong narrative structure and 
investigate goals, interactions, and contexts (Nielsen, 
2012). Similarly requirements can be described in 
narrative scenarios that are easy to relate to and easy to 
remember. The scenarios draw on our ability to create 
meaning individually and together, and to arrange and 
concentrate information in a narrative form (Carroll, 
2000). As such personas and scenarios are tightly 
interlinked with storytelling and its ability to evoke 
empathy and identification, this concerning both the 
relationship between the story and the characters as well 
as the general narrative structure.  
Within scenario-based design role-play has been used 
directly in the design process to gather requirements 
using both trained actors and designers (Newell et al. 
2006, Howard et al. 2002).  
DRAMA IN DESIGN 
Drama techniques and theatre as metaphor for 
understanding design practices has been extensively 
used as part of design processes (Medler & Magerko 
2010, Brandt 2000, Newell 2006).  
In design processes drama techniques are used to create 
new ideas and evoke future design solutions, often with 
user participation thus bringing in more voices in the 
process. Using drama has more intentions: It enhances 
communication both between design group members 
and stakeholders and between designers and users. It 
makes designers avoid becoming self-conscious. It 
informs on users’ needs. Finally it explores design 
aspects on a collaborative basis. 
Specific drama techniques in connection to design 
involve mainly two different forms of drama - 
improvisation and role-play - that have distinctly 
different characteristics. 
Improvisations are small, enacted scenes in front of an 
audience sometimes performed by trained actors. The 
scene has rules and constraints that the actor has to 
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follow. The constraints provide the framing of the scene 
and helps drive action forward. One such method is the 
Forum Theatre – or stop-go – here actors play a scene 
that can be stopped by the audience. The actors ask the 
audience for suggestions for different actions and the 
scene is replayed again, now including the suggestions 
(Brandt 2000). 
In role-play the participants deliberately assumes a 
character role in a scene (Simsarian 2003). Role-plays 
are used for e.g. evaluation of prototypes and 
determination of user needs. Some role-playing methods 
are inspired by the Stanislavskij tradition of being the 
character, where the designer-in-character asks “what 
if” questions to both character and scene (Brandt 2000). 
In this paper we make a distinction between 1) theatre 
as metaphor for design practices and 2) drama 
techniques and methods for acting used in product 
design processes, this include story-development, 
dramatic instances, characters, and goals. In this paper 
we focus on the concrete understanding of role-playing 
methods.  
PERSONAS AND DRAMA 
The word 'persona' comes from Greek and means 
'mask'. When we, in product development, work with 
personas we assume the masks of the users in order to 
understand their personality and their needs. With the 
understanding of personas as masks, it can be argued 
that using the method for role-play sessions is a natural 
development. Performing enables the designer to put 
himself in the shoes of the user thereby providing ideas 
about the wishes to and use of the product to be 
designed.  
The use of role-play and drama in conjunction with 
personas is not reported at large in the literature. A 
couple of authors state the difference between drama 
and personas e.g. Newell et al. (2006). They report from 
cases that use theatre techniques and Forum Theatre in 
the design process and how these differ from personas 
and scenarios. Brandt (2006) implicitly criticise 
personas for being a weaker method to keep the user in 
mind during design. This in contrast to design games 
that invites real users into the design process. Inspired 
by Focus Troupes (Salvador & Howell 1998), Pruitt & 
Adlin (2006) suggests the use of local people to act as 
personas or the use of skilled actors to act out personas. 
Shyba & Tam (2005) use theatrical performances to 
develop on the goal-directed persona method as 
described by A. Cooper (1999). Loke et al. (2005) uses 
movement-oriented personas and scenarios to explore 
movement and social interaction in public spaces. 
Nielsen reports from two cases where designers and 
users in co-creation sessions use personas to create 
design ideas (Nielsen 2011). Here the users are similar 
to the personas and act as the personas, but are, at the 
same time, able to use their knowledge in the design 
process. Norman (2004) recommends having somebody 
act as the persona thus being a persona expert informant 
that designers can ask questions. 
PERSONAS AND EMPATHY 
Whether reading persona descriptions or acting as 
personas one of the perceived benefits of the persona 
method is its ability to provide an understanding of 
users, as it gives the design team a mental model of the 
particular kind of users. This allows for the team to 
predict user behaviour (in scenarios). Moreover the 
personas evoke empathy with users and prevent 
designers from projecting their own needs and desires 
onto the project (Floyd et al. 2008, Putnam et al. 2012, 
Matthews et al. 2012, Nielsen 2012). 
How the method is able to enhance empathy with the 
users is described in the literature, but the understanding 
of empathy is most often implied and not well defined.  
Amy Coplan (2011) suggests defining empathy as an 
imaginary process in which another person’s 
psychological states are simulated while the observer 
maintains a clear self-other differentiation.  
Coplan designates the empathy carrier as an observer, 
but in the following case there is no observer, but rather 
an active performing designer. We will therefore 
designate the person that experience empathy for the 
performer. 
Empathy consists of three features: 1) affective 
matching, where the performer experiences states of 
affect that are the same as those of the target. 2) Self-
oriented perspective-taking where the performer 
simulates the experience of being in the other person’s 
situation thus constructing the subjective experience, 
but from own perspective. 3) Other-oriented 
perspective-taking in which the performer stays focused 
on the other person’s experiences and characteristics. 
During the state of empathy it becomes possible to 
suppress the self-perspective, including own 
preferences, values, and beliefs and to adopt another 
person’s perspective. This definition will be applied on 
the interpretation of the interviews. 
THE CASE 
The analysed survey includes 18 in-depth interviews 
with 13 companies from industry and public 
organisations. The interviews focused on how the 
organisations used personas, the benefits of the method, 
and the obstacles for use. The interviewed came from 
large Danish companies: Danske Bank, Microsoft 
Solutions, Safecom and Widex. Middle sized Danish 
companies: Mjølner Informatics, AdviceDigital. Small 
Danish companies: Centre for Digital Pedagogy, Value-
Creating Construction, The Food Culture Zone, and 
public organizations: Danish Broadcast, The Royal 
Danish Library, The Danish Tax Authorities, Aarhus 
Libraries. 
The transcript method of condensation has been used 
(Kvale 1997), and the condensed transcripts have been 
analysed for statements on use and use situations.  
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NEW WAYS 
The companies use personas in multiple design 
situations: they are used for website, app and product 
development, planning of environments, and service 
design. The method is used for alignment of 
communication, definition of target group, and for 
design of interaction. In parallel with the more 
traditional representation of personas as posters and 
hand-outs, interviews from five companies report that 
the employees have, at some point in time, created 
different forms of performance.  
C2_I1: "We have heads on sticks too somewhere. When we 
do these role-plays, - it might sounds very silly - but we can 
put the sticks up in front of us with the profile written on 
the back. Then we can perform these role plays. It sounds a 
little silly, but it works." 
C3_I2: "We have for example made a small waiting room, 
where we put our end-users (...). For the dispensers we 
could put them up in front of a table showing this kind of 
dispenser has lying on his table, work-wise. One dispenser 
has maybe just his Ipad and is very business oriented and 
oriented towards what is marketing-related. Another 
dispenser has all sorts of stuff on the table. For his 
professionalism is having everything ready to show and 
say: “and the thing goes with this or that”." 
Transcript 1: Two text fragments describing different tools (authors’ 
translation from Danish). 
Additionally three interviewees report that they have 
cooperated with companies that have used role-play, but 
that they have not actively performed. 
From the interviews it is evident that there are many 
different ways of performing personas, but the role-play 
is mainly used to act out scenarios. Common is the 
report that even though it is a mutually accepted 
method, the role-play occurs as a spontaneous design 
activity.  
The role-play methods vary and will be described 
further in the next sections.  
USING PROPS AND SCENOGRAPHY 
Some companies facilitate the role-play with props such 
as; masks, figures, dollhouses, and as a scene made out 
of desks and location material. The materials can initiate 
the role-play, thus spontaneously create the stage and 
drama. 
Other companies have props at hand e.g. one company 
has a box with Lego figures, where each figure can 
represent a persona. They use the figures to perform 
scenarios. During the role-play they take photos of the 
scenarios in order to capture the design instances. In this 
case, the activities are less spontaneous, they are not yet 
a set method, but part of the design toolbox. 
Furthermore a couple of the interviewees tell that they 
have spontaneously created props such as masks and 
game pieces with photos and few selected information 
on. These are then used in user journeys in order to 
explore the information flow and characteristics of the 
persona’s search behaviour.  
ACTING OUT 
The role-play can be performed both with hired actors 
and with internal personnel that act as the personas – 
and both with and without props. The role-play takes 
place both in connection to the design process and as 
part of more fun activities such as company happy hour.  
In the interviews we find that both the Stanislavskij 
method and the stop-go method are applied. The method 
is used e.g. when the designers perform a scene in a 
recreated office that is built to resemble the persona’s 
office. The office space was built to illustrate the 
persona’s context, but it gave cause to use it as a stage 
and thus initiate design ideation and discussion. It 
enabled the designers to physically put themselves in 
the persona’s place. The stop-go method is applied 
when scenarios are acted out and the method facilitates 
discussions and understanding of flow in actions 
(transcript 1). 
C1_I1:"I clearly remember one of those demos where a 
large, muscular developer actually played the role of 
Martha, and had to stand and log-on to – moreover - a 
mobile system. But it was in fact not something we had 
started, but it was a way they had chosen to dramatize that 
demo.” 
Transcript 2: Text describing a role-playing instance (authors’ 
translation from Danish). 
DESIGNERS AND CLIENTS 
The use of role-play is perceived as a fun activity, but 
fun has both a positive and a negative connotation.  
C2_I1: "I think it is artistic way to do it, and the fun of 
something that may well be boring once in a while. And it 
can also provide something else to the process and 
product. Because it is easier to relate to it if you have one 
who says: "Now I’m playing that I am Kasper".” 
Transcript 3: Text describing playfulness (authors’ translation from 
Danish). 
Internally it can be fun, but using role-play together 
with clients is by some companies perceived as “too 
much” and that it can be difficult to convince the clients 
of the value of these activities.  
Here the downside of role-play is that the interviewees 
see a risk that clients link fun activities to being 
unprofessional, and that could eventually harm the 
company’s reputation (transcript 4). 
C1_I1: "Stuff like enactment, not with clients. (...) We have 
industrial clients from Southern Denmark. [They 
say:]We’re not here to play, we’re here to work." 
Transcript 4: Text describing the interviewees’ perception of clients’ 
view on enactment (authors’ translation from Danish). 
CONCLUSION 
By acting out the personas the designers get both an 
understanding of the persona as a character and of the 
flow of use, whether it is on a web site or how to move 
around in a building.  
Common is that the performance occurs as a natural 
extension of the persona method, but not as something 
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explicitly inherent in the method. The companies often 
find that they are the first to try out the different ways of 
role-play. This separates role-play related to personas 
from drama as a design method and makes it difficult to 
transfer existing design and drama applications and 
experiences to the persona method.  
The theory of empathy (Coplan, 2011) provides an 
understanding of the differences in adopting 
performance with stand in’s, such as a figure or a doll, 
and the physical experience of assuming another 
person’s identity. In the first experience the designer 
simulates the experience of being in the persona’s 
situation and constructs the persona’s experience, but 
keep his own perspective (self-oriented perspective-
taking). In the physical experience the designer stay 
focused on the persona’s experiences and characteristics 
and suppress own preferences, values, and beliefs. The 
designer will here adopt the persona’s perspective 
(other-oriented perspective-taking).  
Role-play is used to create greater understanding and 
empathy for the users and their needs. As the personas 
create empathy the user of the persona descriptions 
assumes the identity of the person. In the design 
situation this provides arguments for solutions that 
originates from the understanding of the persona and 
how the persona acts. This was observed during the 
interviews, where the designers identify with the 
personas and change voices according to the different 
personas. This other-oriented perspective-taking 
enhances empathy with the personas. The difference 
between these two forms needs to be looked further at in 
the future. 
Furthermore the role-play provides an understanding 
that the choices made have a direct impact on the users 
of the products. It enhances the understanding both for 
the actors, but also for the spectators. 
Finally the role-play is perceived as in opposition to 
rationality as it talks to the designers’ emotions both in 
connection to the understanding of users and the 
consequences of the design. In line with this it is 
reported that it adds fun to the design process. 
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ABSTRACT 
Participatory innovation or co-designing practices can 
be understood as ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ 
performance processes. Such processes are very often 
multidisciplinary involving people from different 
professions, organizations or communities of practices, 
and meeting physically continues to be important for 
establishing (new) collaborative experiences and 
practices. This work builds on the claim that series of 
meetings, ‘co-design events’, ‘gatherings’ - or 
performances – should be at the core of organizing – or 
staging - co-designing processes. However, in this paper 
we suggest to carefully understand the situated socio-
material practice of staging before, during and after 
such events. The aim is to exemplify and discuss how 
different ways of situated socio-material staging do 
(not) open up for addressing various possibly fruitful 
conflicts about what and how to collaborate. We explore 
this by discussing two recent exemplary co-design 
events with different views of socio-material practice 
and selected performance studies perspectives.  
INTRODUCTION 
A common situation in an organisation and in a 
participatory project is that the person(s) responsible of 
a project or parts of it invites a selected group of people 
for a meeting. With the invitation the date, place, 
duration, participants and some aims of meeting are 
specified. Also quite commonly a detailed agenda is 
attached, to some extend revealing what topics to 
address and sometimes how they will be addressed. At 
the meeting people and materials meet; the person(s) 
who invited people to participate are also often the 
organizers and time-and-topic-keepers. At the meeting; 
personal notes are made; explorations, discussions, 
negotiations and sometimes conflicts (e.g. triggered by 
the materials) play out in plenum, in smaller groups, or 
by collaboratively making new materializations and 
descriptions. Time is running; and decisions are often 
made about further work, focuses, next meeting and 
distribution of tasks. - A socio-material performance has 
just played out.  
 
In multidisciplinary innovation or co-design (research) 
processes and projects, people from different 
professions, departments and organizations or people 
from different ‘Communities of Practice’ (CoP) - are 
organized to meet and thus need to collaborate (Wenger 
1998; Brandt 2001; Eriksen 2012). However, as 
identified by Etienne Wenger (1998) and colleagues, 
each CoP has an intertwining relationship of 
‘participation and reification’ processes. In other words, 
each CoP has its situated socio-material actions and 
practices (Suchman 2007) - be it a community of 
managers, anthropologists, software developers, 
designers, people engaged in a real-world everyday 
practice/case in a project, etc. When meeting, as we 
have seen in many participatory project constellations, 
these different socio-material practices quite often 
challenge one another, which can cause verbal and 
material conflicts about what is important and about 
how to practically collaborate.  
 
Therefore, to support a fruitful collaboration, as Brandt 
and Eriksen (2001; 2010; 2012) have discussed, to some 
extend there is a need for establishing a shared project 
CoP. To achieve this, further it is argued that shared 
experiences are important, which can be organized as 
series of ‘co-design events’ (Brandt & Eriksen 2010) or 
‘gatherings’ (Vaajakallio 2012).  
 
As Eriksen has suggested, this calls for a recognition of 
participatory innovation processes from something that 
can be efficiently managed to ‘staging’ as a highly 
material and performative practice e.g. in the co-design 
situation during a co-design event (further see Eriksen, 
2012 / p. 24). The practice of ‘staging’, partly 
overlapping with and by some called ‘facilitating’, is 
intertwined in the common example above and 
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exemplars below; it was already recognized when the 
field of participatory design (PD) was establishing (e.g. 
Greenbaum & Kyng 1991) and is today widely 
researched (e.g. Brandt & Messeter 2004; Lundberg & 
Arvola 2007; Seland 2009; Westerlund 2009).   
 
Further, as others and we have argued elsewhere such 
meetings or events or gatherings in longer innovation 
and research processes fruitfully can be considered as 
performances (Jacucci 2004; Clark 2007; Halse 2008; 
Eriksen 2012; Vaajakallio 2012).  
MAIN PERFORMANCE PERSPECTIVES 
As a starting point, within the field of performance 
studies (PS) ‘performance’ is generally considered an 
inclusive term, both capturing rituals and play, theatre 
and sports, performing arts as well as the everyday as 
performance (Schechner 2006). The wide view on 
performances continues to affect other professional 
domains. For instance, artistic and theatre terms have 
been adopted to the vocabularies of management (Darsø 
2004) and service design (Stickdorn & Schneider 2010). 
Also user-centred and co-design has applied theatre 
techniques from role-playing to Forum Theatre (e.g. 
Sato & Salvador 1999; Brandt & Grunnet 2000; Jacucci 
2004; Diaz-Kommonen et al. 2009; Halse et al. 2010).  
 
In this paper, rather than a method or tool for organizing 
participatory innovation processes, we refer to 
performance as a lens for understanding co-design 
activities. We build on ‘performance studies’ coined by 
Richard Schechner (2006), a scholar and a performance 
practitioner. Basically, much performance studies 
thinking builds upon Erving Goffman’s (1959) classic 
ideas about viewing everyday actions and ritual 
interactions as performances. Thus, we share the views 
that performance and practice generally are considered 
as transformative processes embodied in the world.  
 
Another metaphorical perspective identified by 
Goffman (1959) considers performances through ideas 
of ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ interactions. As Clark 
(2007) and Eriksen (2012) have shown, this adds an 
extra dimension to understanding how co-designers are 
performing in co-design projects, events and situations. 
‘Frontstage’ is a public place where performers are 
performing, e.g. the meeting room or other facilities in 
which a co-design event happens. This is sometimes in 
front of an ‘audience’ but in co-designing usually 
everyone engage with performing activities and are thus 
both performer and audience (ibid). The ‘backstage’ is 
where not everyone is invited, where a performer can 
step out of ‘frontstage’ roles and where plan of and 
reflection on collaborative meetings, for example, takes 
place. The ‘backstage’ is sometimes in other physical 
place(s), sometimes in the same place as the frontstage 
but at another time. In other words, not everything that 
happens backstage is revealed frontstage, but a lot of 
what happens backstage (un)consciously affects what 
happens frontstage. Yet, sometimes they intertwine at a 
co-design event too.  
 
The other main performative perspectives we will apply 
in this paper are captured below in Figure 1 and in the 
corresponding section.  
The phrase ‘staging’ is actually not widely used in 
performance studies literature, but as mentioned it is 
well recognized in the PD community. To us the 
importance of ‘staging’ (how formats and rules of 
collaboration, material pieces etc. assist in setting the 
stage) is related to aims of establishing constructive and 
playful collaborations, where negative conflicts do not 
get to dominate.  
 
Still, from their studies of qualities of conversations in 
participatory innovation in co-design settings (similar to 
those we discuss), Buur and Larsen (2010) highlight the 
importance of having room for spontaneous reactions 
and argue that conflicts can be constructive in 
innovation processes. Their encouragement to be open 
for conflicts has pushed us to critically reflect upon the 
two exemplar co-design processes (below). In the later 
discussion, we reflect upon what collaboration the 
situated socio-material staging actually did or did not 
opened up for at the described exemplary events. 
Overall we particularly focus on opened and not opened 
conflicts or discussions among the workshop 
participants of what to focus on and mainly how to 
collaborate.  
BACKGROUND, DATA AND RESEARCH APPROACH 
The claims of this paper are largely based on our two 
recently defended practice-based, co-design research 
PhD dissertations, both applying a performance studies 
perspective for understanding and staging co-designing 
practices. - One of us with a materiality focus (Eriksen 
2012) and the other with a design games focus 
(Vaajakallio 2012). In our respective dissertations, our 
claims were intertwined with a practice-oriented 
analysis of a collection of participatory events and 
processes taking place during various Scandinavian and 
European participatory/co-design research projects 
within the last decade. In this paper, two such events are 
included. They both are from design research projects, 
focused on developing new multidisciplinary 
collaboration practices and places. Before presenting the 
cases, we further establish a view of co-design meetings 
as socio-material performances. 
PERFORMATIVE AND SOCIO-MATERIAL 
PERSPECTIVES FOR UNDERSTANDING AND 
STAGING CO-DESIGNING PROCESSES 
The texts in this section reflects Figure 1, a modification 
of a ‘landscape’ in Eriksen (2012), drawing together a 
material and performative understanding of practices in 
co-design projects, events and situations.
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Figure 1: This three-dimensional abstracted ‘landscape’ draws together performative and socio-material perspectives of how both people and materials 
are participating in shaping multidisciplinary and participatory innovation processes and situations before, during and after co-design events or 
meetings. With people and graphic overlays, it is modified from the concluding chapters on how material matters in co-designing in (Eriksen 2012).
Claimed by Eriksen (ibid.), in various ways similar to 
people, materials participate and play various roles in 
the socio-material shaping of co-designing processes. In 
this section, briefly the main performative perspectives 
captured in Figure 1 are explained, which we apply and 
return to throughout the paper.  
In Figure 1, the main white square box, with a lowered 
middle and upper edges, can be viewed as an abstraction 
of a co-design event or gathering – a socio-material 
performative meeting. Again, building upon an event-
driven approach, which is how we organize 
participatory processes in our work, this event follows 
another event that happened in a different setting (partly 
included on the far left of the landscape), and which will 
be followed by yet another event (below the image / 
connected by a string in the lower right corner).  
Overall, partly following Goffman (1959), the landscape 
among others draws together a merge of Turner’s 
understanding of rituals (1969) and Schechner’s 
performance process framework (2006). On the left of 
the event (the white box) is the ‘proto-performance’ 
including actions happening before the meeting. The 
box is viewed as the actual ‘performance’, and on the 
right of the box the event ‘aftermath’ – overlapping with 
becoming the proto-performance of the next event. – 
Each part with their different materials. The actual 
performance meeting, can again roughly be understood 
as beginning with a ‘collaborative warm-up’ (left upper 
side of the box) where the everyday is left behind and a 
situated collaborative mode of playful inquiry can be 
established; then the actual collaborative, liminal 
performing, negotiating and materializing part of an 
event often structured in series of co-design situations 
(the middle lower part of the box) followed by the 
‘collaborative event cooldown’ (the upper right side of 
the box) where initial reflections on the inquiry can be 
made and where stakeholders prepare to return to the 
everyday again. 
During the proto-performance, some people (event 
organizers and possibly other participants) and various 
‘materials’ participate in preparing and establishing the 
event: e.g. the invitation, agenda, inspiration material, 
material formats etc. intended to assist in staging the co-
designing in the situation. Many of these materials are 
invited along to the event, and some end up 
participating in various roles (further see Eriksen 2012). 
 
During the warm-up the scene and mindset is further set 
e.g. with coffee, refreshing of the agenda and focuses, 
initial inspiration and so forth. During the actual 
performance, some materials assist event organizers in 
formatting HOW to collaborate (in the picture, these 
e.g. include the agenda, guides, projections, the large 
darker cardboard with a rounded cut etc.).  
 
What is collaboratively materialized during these central 
co-design situations of exploring and negotiating 
meaning, closely connects to what new materials are 
brought from the event, possibly briefly reflected upon 
and further negotiated during the collaborative 
cooldown (e.g. here written down on a list), and 
intertwined into the aftermath of the event. Further it is 
argued that the ways negotiations and new insights are 
captured and archived as bodily experiences, materially, 
digitally, etc. influences which memories of the event 
are brought along and can get to play a role in the 
aftermath of the event and in the continuous 
participatory process (ibid.). 
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EXEMPLAR 1: CO-DESIGN EVENT OF 
GATHERING CHILDREN’S LOCAL IDEAS  
At this afternoon event 26 x 12-16 year old children and 
a team of ten organizers were participating. It was a 
meeting in a longer process of developing ‘places for 
youth’ in a dense apartment area of Copenhagen, as a 
part of the locally situated 5–year renewal initiative of 
the neighbourhood. The area is a case in the Urban 
Transition Öresund project (UTÖ) – here mostly with 
focus on local social sustainability.  
The ‘workshop’ happened at the library of the children’s 
school, and through playing the prototype-game ‘The 
Idea Machine’ (Figure 2 /e+f), the main intension was to 
gather their ideas about how they would wish four 
different local themes/places to develop. Three people 
mainly organized the event (the main responsible from 
the local renewal office, a local master-thesis student 
and a local game designer); but on the day, additionally 
seven co-organizers took part. In the ‘Info sheet’ about 
the day, each one of the organizers got a pre-assigned 
roles e.g. as ‘game master’, ‘notarius’, ‘photograph’ or 
‘observant’. We had different backgrounds and 
connections to this event e.g. one of us as a researcher 
(and ‘notarius’), others were locals with a connection to 
the renewal office or an interest in the topic and yet 
some were working with how to engage children in 
urban renewal projects in other parts of town.  
Partly following Figure 2, at the event the process was: 
Collaborative warm-up: 1) After a brief warm-up in 
plenum with snacks and explanations about the longer 
process and why we are there (a), we quickly start the 
main ‘Performance’ – playing the ‘Idea Machine’ game 
(b+c). 2) The first theme is introduced with various 
inspiration images and stories by one main organizer 
(b). 3) In the four different groups the children’s hands 
are in the air to get their turn to propose an idea 
matching the game-card they have been given (c). The 
‘game master’ structures whose turn it is, judges every 
idea proposed and decides if the proposer can keep the 
cards and thus get the points, while the ‘notarius’ is 
busy writing down all the ideas; 4) at the end of a round 
‘notarius’ grants extra point-cards with the criteria: 
Beautiful!-2p/ Original!-4p/ Smart!-3p/ Funny!-1p/ 
Serious!-1p (f). 5) Points are counted for the children 
individually (f). 6) Three similar rounds with a new 
theme/place are played (= no. 2-5). Collaborative 
cooldown: 7) Point are counted – both for individual 
and table-groups. Winners are rewarded with café and 
movie giftcards. 8) A very brief goodbye and see you. 
9) All ten organizers stay for half an hour for a round of 
initial reflections on the process (g). The following are 
fragments of comments by different organizers: 
A ‘notarius’ reflects on her own role; “The notarius really 
had a lot of responsibility and many roles, for example with 
the granting of extra points.” Another ‘notarius’ agrees 
“yes, if the game is to be played again the values and ways 
of doing this should be clearer and agreed upon 
beforehand…”. The main organizer who was a game 
master with the 12-year old boys and who also is 
responsible for the initiative at the local office wonders “I 
think I would have gotten as much out of just talking to 
them…?” One of the organizers with the 16-year old girls 
disagrees “that the girls got out of their normal ways of 
talking and they were all positive and engaged…”. The 
other main organizer/ the game designer argues, “It is the 
game format that makes them engage…”. The observant 
and time-keeper, one who daily is working with engaging 
children in other urban development projects in the city, 
comments “The game is good for generating ideas, but 
there was too much focus on getting points and winning, so 
there was very little focus on listening to and building upon 
each other’s ideas, I would suggest that another time.” 
(Translated from Danish, March 2013). 
Time is running, generally it is agreed that it has been a 
fine day, but also that it is challenging with the need for 
so many organizers to stage the day. 
A few weeks later the smaller group of organizers met 
to further reflect upon the process and with some 
hesitations discuss how to update the game prototype 
and workshop structure. Several months later, after a 
partly surprising but very positive feedback meeting 
where almost all the children came, it has been decided 
to play the game also with another group of children.
 
 
Figure 2: a+b+c) Snapshots from the day. e+f) The ‘info sheet’ structuring the day and the main paper-materials of the ‘Idea machine’ game. d) A brief 
reflective discussions among some organizers during a break. g) The table set for a round of reflections among organizers just after the children left.
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EXEMPLAR 2: CO-DESIGN EVENT OF CO-
CONSTRUCTING A COMMON PROJECT VISION 
At this morning event four people from an elevator 
company and four researchers were participating. It was 
one of the first meetings in a longer project called 
‘Developing Extreme Service Design Methods’ (2008-
2009). The event was staged through a ‘Project 
Planning Game’, developed by some of the researchers 
to become aware of potential contradictions among 
several partners early in the design research project.  
 
The ‘workshop’ was set in a meeting room at the 
university. Participants were divided into two groups: 
each having two people from both organisations to 
construct alternative project plan proposals, which were 
then presented, compared and discussed to form 
commonly agreed plan. The resulting plan was not fixed 
but could be adjusted based on the learning that 
occurred during the project. The game can be seen as a 
rehearsal of the coming process, going through it step 
by step; explicating the phases, goals and deliverables 
as well as alternative ways, i.e. methods, of reaching 
them. The unfolding of the gathering roughly went as 
follows (more details in Vaajakallio 2012):  
 
Collaborative warm-up: The participants from the 
partnering company describe their typical development 
process by drawing and explaining the phases, telling 
who are involved at which points, when different 
decisions are typically made, etc.  
Actual performance: The game starts by choosing the 
labels that illustrate the main activities in the design 
process; the goals are specified for each phase and 
written down on post-it notes; possible methods are 
presented, proposed and negotiated so that they meet the 
addressed goals; resources are allocated accordingly. As 
mentioned the researchers are organizers of the day, and 
the ones who have pre-designed the design game. Still, 
at the event, they are performers as the other 
participants in terms of proposing content, expressing 
personal views and opinions and negotiating these 
during the dialogue.  
While discussing, people hold, point, pile, and change 
the places of e.g. ‘method cards’ and ‘human resource 
figures’, and through this they provoke reactions and 
verbal statements from others. Choices are also guided 
by considering ‘aims’ of the coming project; what, how 
and by whom the player think the project could evolve. 
To keep the project plan open for distinct views, aims 
are not fixed beforehand but alternatives become 
explicit in the groups discussion.  
Collaborative cooldown: Competing proposals are 
presented and groups’ distinct understanding of aims 
and process are negotiated to formulate a final 
agreement on the plan for the case study. The following 
are fragments from this comparing and negotiation 
moment: 
Usability expert 1: “We have more resources and methods 
in the concept development phase than you have.” 
Usability expert 2 [from the other group]: “We had a 
question mark there about whether we include it [the 
concept development] into the case study – or does it 
belong to the next phase [outside the collaboration]? There 
is no answer to the question he addresses, but after a while 
the project manager states why he thinks that the concept 
development has been more emphasised in their proposal. 
Project manager: “Maybe this points to the fact that from 
KONE’s perspective it’s the concrete concepts that we are 
after.” [...] Usability expert 2: “The ‘communication 
package’ could be more clearly the outcome from this case 
study.” They leave this topic for a while and consider the 
timeline for the project instead. When considering the 
length of the different phases, the project manager returns 
to the topic. “Perhaps researchers’ input is not so necessary 
here in the concept development stage, but it may be that 
we will do it internally. [...] instead your [researchers] role 
could be bigger, for instance, in illustration techniques.” 
(Translated from Finnish, December 2008). 
During the cooldown it was agreed that concept design 
was left out from the project. Rather, it was agreed to 
focus mostly on field studies, and that subsequent co-
design events were planned and organized together with 
at least one person from the elevator partner company. 
Reasons were to embed a co-design approach and 
‘illustration’ techniques into their organisation, and for 
them to get the most out of the researchers’ input.  
 
Figure 3: a+b+d) Groups are creating simultaneously competing project visions with a proposition of timetable, methods, recourses, and responsibilities. 
c) Tangible materials included method cards, resource figure paper dolls, and labels representing phases of the design process. e+f) Groups compare the 
outcome.
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SOME CONFLICTS IN STAGING MEETINGS IN 
PARTICIPATORY PERFORMATIVE PROCESSES 
The event-driven and performative processes outlined 
on the first pages of this paper, reveal that participatory 
innovation processes can be understood as an 
intertwining of ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ interactions. 
As suggested by Eriksen (2012) overall roughly we 
view the actual performance - the meeting, event, 
gathering - as the ‘frontstage’ where various 
stakeholders meet; and the proto-performance and 
aftermath as the ‘backstage’ where the core team 
continue to work, reflect on the ‘frontstage’ actions, 
might decide on main project focuses and make 
decisions about and (co-)design how to practically 
collaborate, e.g. during the meetings with many 
multidisciplinary stakeholders.  
 
Exemplar 1 displays a clear example of a core and 
larger team of (adult) organizers engaged in designing 
and reflecting upon the actual staging of the meeting 
both before, at the end of and several weeks after the 
event. Whereas the children ‘only’ were invited to 
participate in the intense game of generating ideas 
related to the pre-defined themes/places – during the 
‘frontstage’ of the event described. At that workshop, 
time was running, and very quickly after the winners 
were found, the children left. Even though we were still 
in the setting of the library, it changed to be a 
‘backstage’. All the adults left behind their roles as 
‘game masters’ and ‘notarius’ and engaged in a 
collaborative event cooldown with a round of more or 
less critical reflections upon how the socio-material 
staging with ‘The idea machine’ prototype-game had 
worked out. It was for example addressed what could be 
done differently if it was to be modified and staged 
again and more generally on how to engage children in 
urban developments processes. 
 
Were there conflicts in this way of staging? Based on 
previous experiences, the expressed argument by one of 
the main organizers for engaging the children this way, 
was exactly that they were children, and involving them 
in the larger team organizing the work around ‘places 
for youth’ would not be on equal terms anyway, as they 
would not understand all the political agendas that also 
are at play in such collaborative processes. The situated 
staging with the game manifested this underlying 
assumption and view of participation, and during the 
round of reflections several co-organizers were 
questioning parts of this. Still, the event worked quite 
well at engaging all the children in the content of the 
work (ideas of what to focus on). Afterwards a merge of 
a few of their ideas were intertwined in the concrete 
plans made ‘backstage’ by the core team at the local 
renewal office. Further, at a feedback-meeting several 
months later, where almost all the children came, 
displayed that participating had also sparked their 
curiosity to engage more in the coming plans and in the 
practical developments of ‘places for youth’ in their 
local community.  
 
The workshop in Exemplar 2 had been organized in 
similar ways, where the co-design researchers (with an 
interest in introducing and exploring design games with 
the company) ‘backstage’ had prepared the ‘Project 
Planning Game’. At this meeting, they were the 
organizers staging the collaboration of exploring this 
game aimed at assisting in planning what the coming 
shared case study-project should focus on. The various 
company participants had not been invited to participate 
in any of these preparations, but were invited because of 
their multidisciplinary mix for the ‘frontstage’ event. 
However, first working in two groups, the focus and 
content of the game (what) resulted in two different 
proposals of how they should plan their shared future 
collaboration. Hence, the situated staging actually 
opened up for fruitfully discussing what otherwise had 
been agreed upon ‘backstage’ by the core them – how to 
collaborate onwards and what the goals, focuses and 
outcomes should be. As briefly mentioned, onwards in 
this project, the ‘backstage’ planning and organizing of 
how to practically stage the coming ‘frontstage’ events, 
was done among the co-design researchers and at least 
one from the company.  
 
Generally, in co-designing practice, the division 
between the material/spatial setting and the more mental 
idea of ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ is very often not as 
clearly divided as we discuss here. Yet, we suggest that 
the ‘stage’ should always be considered in relation to 
the specific staging of performing in co-designing. 
THE SITUATED SOCIO-MATERIAL STAGING DO (NOT) 
OPEN UP FOR DIFFERENT CONFLICTS   
On the first pages of this paper, we recognized that 
participatory innovation processes engage 
multidisciplinary stakeholders, and with Wenger’s 
concept we suggested to see these as meetings between 
different communities of practice with different 
established ways of interacting and materializing. – And 
we recognized that conflict surely could arise because of 
these differences. Further, based on our own previous 
work, we argued that the situated socio-material staging 
by the event organizers is important to reflect upon, as 
this largely sets the stage for which conflicts are 
actually explicitly addressed.  
 
In Exemplar 1, as the (cooldown) round of reflections 
revealed, adults from many different communities of 
practice engaged in organizing this event. The children 
probably had their 9th and 5th grade ‘communities’ too 
with their more or less established ways of interacting. 
Yet, all of them were new to the practices of playing as 
a part of developing their community, and as described 
they really did engage and contribute with ideas.  
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Still, we will argue that the socio-material staging 
decided by the core team of organizers e.g. with four 
competing groups, the game-cards and the high pace of 
four rounds each with a new theme/place in focus all 
were parts of keeping the engagement through the 2 1/2 
hours. On the other hand, the pace of quickly having to 
move on to the next round, did not allocate time to open 
up for potential conflicts of disagreeing with some of 
the other’s ideas or for expressing opinions about how 
the game/process was organized e.g. about the 
allocation of points. The clearly defined roles of the 
adults as ‘game masters’ and ‘notarius’ as a part of the 
staging, also clearly marked the (also sometimes 
challenging) power we had as organizers. As discussed 
in the round of reflections afterwards, the role of the 
‘notarius’ as both annotating and granting extra points 
and thus judging the ideas from overall values such as 
fun, smart and original, in various ways was challenging 
in the situation. It also potentially could have caused 
conflicts because of the quite unclear procedure of 
doing this. Yet, such conflicts did not arise (explicitly), 
maybe because the game masters cut off the rounds 
mostly due to time constrains, and the children accepted 
the rules and roles of the game, where another round 
and possibility to get points would start soon.  
Inspired by observations of some children’s actions, 
another topic of staging that was raised among the 
organizers afterwards was, how the game-mechanic of 
getting points and winning rather than developing own 
and others ideas became too dominant in some groups. 
Among various organizers, there were clearly 
differences in opinions about how to do this. However, 
the way the reflective cooldown session was organized 
on the spot, also here with a time constraint of half an 
hour and a procedure of a round of reflections where 
every co-organizer got to speak, there was no real 
opening for this maybe fruitful yet conflicting 
discussion to emerge, about how to engage children or 
citizens in idea and urban development processes.  
In Exemplar 2, the situated staging with the ‘Project 
Planning Game’ did open up for several potential 
conflicts. The two co-designed materializations of the 
imagined project vision and plan and concrete methods 
to apply in the later process, clearly revealed different 
interests and views among the stakeholders. After each 
group presented their visions, there was time enough to 
actually compare the two different proposals, which 
opened up for really taking the discussion of how to 
collaborate onwards. We will argue, that largely 
because of the tangible pieces of the game, the decision 
to work in groups, the title of the game, the questions 
posed at the beginning of ‘playing’, the allocation of 
plenty of time for collaborative (cooldown) reflection as 
well as the open and playful mindset that was staged by 
the organizers around and at this event (e.g. through a 
game metaphor), made these potential conflicts into a 
fruitful discussion. Through this several stakeholders 
actually changed their views of what the main focus 
should be – in this case from a concept development to 
field studies and co-design approaches and techniques 
as the main outcome.  
From our various experiences of engaging in 
multidisciplinary co-designing processes, and what 
Clark (2007) also has explored, when projects are 
getting established it is very common that negotiations 
and conflicts of how to practically work and collaborate 
are discussed verbally and captured in writing (e.g. in 
the project proposal). Yet, when the project is running 
and people are busy, conflicts of how to actually 
collaborate and meet often arise again.  
 
Not based on the belief that such processes can be 
efficiently managed, mainly with the ‘Project Planning 
Game’ the co-design researchers organizing this event 
aimed at a playful way of opening up this potential 
conflict among the multidisciplinary stakeholders. In 
this example, the content (what) of the game was not 
new ideas, but how to collaborate. The ‘Project 
Planning Game’ thus intertwines a focus on what and 
how, and at the same time exemplifies a playful and 
practical way of collaborating with various tangible 
materials, which opens up for fruitfully addressing 
potential conflicts of how to practically collaborate. At 
the same time, it also exemplified a way of staging 
meetings that could be (and did become) the overall 
way of organizing their coming co-design gatherings 
(performances) during the later project process. 
Generally, in co-designing practice, as displayed 
through this reflection of Exemplars 1 and 2, we also 
suggest to recognize how the situated socio-material 
staging of ‘frontstage’ meetings or co-design events 
(here largely through ‘games’) is an integral and central 
part of organizing participatory processes. In Exemplar 
2 it worked to partly merge these, but generally we 
suggest to recognize, that discussion of how to 
collaborate and what to focus on in many ways are two 
different conversations and conflicts - two different 
performances – which often can call for different ways 
of staging the situated co-designing at an event.  
SUMMARIZING CONCLUSION 
In this paper we have displayed how multidisciplinary 
participatory collaboration can be understood as a 
performative process, in which meetings or co-design 
events - viewed as situated socio-material performances 
- are central. Yet, through discussion of two exemplary 
meetings or co-design events, we have mostly 
exemplified and discussed how such events can be 
understood as parts of ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ 
processes, and how the situated organizing – the socio-
material staging – of such events and processes do (not) 
open up for different collaborative explorations and 
potentially fruitful conflicts. The main fruitful conflicts 
discussed are about inviting various stakeholders to 
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explore what content to focus on and/or how to 
practically collaborate and engage others.   
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ABSTRACT 
This paper aims at exploring different ways in 
which cultures of opening production can be 
performed by comparing two events (two 
Hackathons) organized by two Swedish labs 
oriented towards opening production. 
INTRODUCTION 
Opening production refers to an emerging modality of 
understanding and organizing processes of value 
creation, where openness and collaboration play a 
central role. This mode of production originated in the 
software field, where open-source programming has 
proved the sustainability of production processes relying 
on horizontal structures, where value is generated 
through collaboration and by sharing resources (Benkler 
2006). This model is rapidly spreading in other realms: 
from the cultural sphere to consumer goods, from the 
market to the public realm. This diffusion is supported 
by political and ethical stands but also by the 
profitability and innovation potential of these practices. 
On one side, participation and sharing are understood as 
a possibility to exercise freedom and the opening of 
production is looked upon as an option to explore 
alternative modes of production relying on commons 
and collaboration (Bauwens 2009). On the other, the 
economic success of open software has led to the 
emergence of paradigms such as open and democratic 
innovation (Chesbrough 2003, von Hippel 2005), which 
are showing the benefits of fostering collaboration 
among diverse kinds of stakeholders (companies, 
NGOs, public sector, private citizens) even from a 
market perspective. The opening of production therefore 
represents a phenomenon where diverse and sometimes 
contrasting understandings co-exist and are interwoven 
with each other, where words like openness and 
collaboration can assume diverse meanings and stand 
for different worldviews.  
This paper aims at exploring how cultures of opening 
production can be performed by comparing two events
 
organized by two Swedish labs oriented towards 
opening production. Both the labs have been initiated by 
MEDEA1 - a design led research centre for 
collaborative media at Malmö University. The first lab 
analyzed is Fabriken, a public workshop placed in 
Malmö, where citizens have free access to tools and 
machines to explore different kinds of technology and 
processes by sharing competences and skills. Fabriken 
originated from a collaboration among MEDEA, a 
Swedish interaction design company and a local NGO 
that runs the premises where Fabriken is hosted. The 
second (newer) lab is Connectivity Lab, located inside 
MEDEA premises and run by MEDEA itself. 
Connectivity Lab aims at being an arena where 
companies, students and innovators develop new 
products and services in the realm of Internet of Things 
according to logics of co-production and open 
innovation. Even if both Fabriken and Connectivity Lab 
embrace the culture of opening production, they 
perform it differently. More specifically, Connectivity 
Lab has been developed in order to respond to Fabriken 
inadequacy in being a space for establishing 
collaborative processes with local players (including 
large corporations) around the theme of Internet of 
Things2. 
This paper focuses on the first public events of the two 
labs, both modeled on the format of a Hackathon3, and 
on the organizational cultures behind the events. The 
concept of ‘culture’ and, more specifically, the concept 
of ‘organizational culture’ has been extensively 
discussed and elaborated in scientific literature. This 
paper draws upon the symbolic-interpretive theoretical 
framework as presented by Mary Jo Hatch: the main 
focus of organizational culture studies is the 
investigation of “how people give meaning and order to 
their experience within specific contexts, through 
interpretive and symbolic acts, forms and processes” 
(Hatch 2006, 14). The organizational culture is seen as a 
complex and animated ensemble of (overlapping and 
                                                          
1 MEDEA: http://medea.mah.se accessed 17 February 2013. 
2  Internet of Things is a term that refers to the extension of Internet to 
physical object and locations that are identified through networks of 
interconnected sensing capabilities. 
3 Hackathons developed within the hacker culture as 24-48 hours events 
where participants gather for collaboratively developing software or 
building things. 
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conflicting) socio-material and cultural codes and 
practices shared by the organization stakeholders (e.g. 
the lab’s directors, members, researchers, external 
collaborators, groups affiliated with the lab…)4..  
We consider the two Hackathons as specific ways of 
performing cultures of opening production. We rely 
here on a broad understanding of performativity (Halse 
2008) that implies that organizational culture 
continually comes into being through its social and 
material performances. Adopting this idea of 
performativity, the Hackathons can be looked upon as 
two events where the cultures of the labs emerge from 
the interactions between the organizers, the participants, 
the programs and the material elements.  
RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 
In the last few decades, the investigation of the cultural 
dimension of organization has been an important 
element in organizational studies (Hatch 2006). More 
specifically, in the symbolic-interpretive theoretical 
framework we decided to apply it is quite common to 
find studies that rely on data collected across long 
periods of time - typically using ethnographic 
participant observation – and where the collected 
material is explained by the researchers through 
interpretative processes (Schultz 1995). The application 
of an ethnographic approach with the direct 
involvement of researchers in the field has proven to be 
a common element of a good number of recent studies 
on organizational culture (Czarniawska 2012). In 
operational terms, we followed the two events, 
observing and interacting with organizers and 
participants. The findings reported here draw upon data 
collected through direct observation, our experience as 
participants, unstructured conversations, email 
exchanges. Field source data mainly consisted of notes, 
photographs, video-audio recordings and sketches. This 
source data was edited and organized in a single profile 
document; photographs were positioned in sequence 
with relative caption. Notes from direct observation 
were placed in a loose thematic narrative structure. 
Photographs were organized accordingly to coincide 
with this narrative. All this resulted in a concise textual 
and visual documentation of all source data. This source 
data was then elaborated to write the draft of the final 
report.  
The authors belong to MEDEA - which has initiated 
both Fabriken and Connectivity Lab. One of the authors 
has been deeply involved in setting up and in the 
everyday running of Fabriken (Seravalli 2012). We are 
aware that our internal positioning at MEDEA strongly 
influenced the way we interpreted the two events and 
the resulting ethnographic account. 
                                                          
4 As in Freeman and Reed (1983), we consider a wide definition of 
stakeholders as all the actors that affect or are affected by the organization. 
AN ACCOUNT OF THE TWO HACKATHONS 
DATE, LOCATION AND DURATION 
The Fabriken Hackathon (FH) took place on a weekend 
between the 18-20 February 2011. This Hackathon 
marked the opening of Fabriken, even though the lab 
was not yet in place. In the process of designing 
Fabriken (Seravalli 2012) a great concern was related to 
how to involve users in the design and setting up of the 
lab and FH represented a first step in this direction.  
The Connectivity Lab Live Hackathon (CLH) was 
significantly shorter (24 hours) and took place across 
two days (7-8 December 2012). Like in the case of FH, 
this inaugural event marked the beginning of the public 
activities of Connectivity Lab and aimed at gathering a 
potentially interested audience and at trying to establish 
an initial network of connections. 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO LOCATIONS AND 
THE SCENIC STAGING 
At the time in which FH was organized, Fabriken 
premises were not available yet, therefore it was held in 
a warehouse located just in front of the future facilities. 
The warehouse was roughly furnished with some 
second hand tables, chairs and sofas. Some basic 
equipment for building things (such as hand tools and 
gears to work with electronics) was made available to 
participants who also brought their own materials and 
tools. Moreover, a local shop of electronics provided a 
delivery service for people in need of materials and 
components during the weekend. The cold played a 
central role in the staging of FH: the premises were not 
heated and that weekend was one of the coldest of the 
season. Initially, some heating fans were used, but they 
overloaded the electric system that shut down several 
times. The solution was to move in smaller offices 
inside the warehouse, which were warmer. However, 
some of the participants remained in the main space 
working for the entire Hackathon at a temperature of 5-
10°C. 
CLH’s staging was significantly different. The event 
took place in the main premises of MEDEA and was 
articulated across a large room and some of the other 
smaller rooms attached. The space was accurately 
prepared for the event and organized in several corners 
and areas, where parallel events happened at the same 
time. In the larger room, a DJ / VJ corner provided 
music and motion graphics animations; special organic 
coffee and liquorice were offered at a dedicated corner 
and people who served coffee also provided a detailed 
explanation of its distinctive and special quality; a small 
area at the entrance was equipped with freely available 
Lego pieces; some students of the MA in Interaction 
Design provided demonstrations of their Kinect and 
Arduino-based projects; in another area, some small-
scale commercial services were showcased (a student 
with his 3D printer offering printing services, a start-up 
with a special prototyping material made of synthetic 
sand). Coloured lights (orange, red) created a visual 
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atmosphere in line with MEDEA’s official branding. 
Big post-it notes and paper table clothes were positioned 
in several places together with pens and markers.  
Origami cranes and white orchards sat on the tables here 
and there. A Japanese fan laid on a stand up desk. Free 
beers were provided on Saturday afternoon (8 
December) together with some sandwiches served with 
a nice paper package and made of ingredients such as 
olive pâté with garlic, organic cheese, fennel. The 
overall impression was that of a very curated space: hip 
and sexy. A comment gathered from a participant (“I’m 
very surprised, this is not academia”) gives the idea of 
the staged dimension of the event. 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PROGRAMS OF THE 
TWO EVENTS 
The program of FH was quite open: beside the opening 
and the closure the only fixed events were lunches and 
dinners, when a NGO of immigrant women provided 
food. A workshop with Otto von Busch – a well-known 
craft artist/hacktivist - focusing on creating objects with 
an open-source building system, was scheduled during 
the Saturday morning. After the opening on the Friday 
evening a matching session was organized for the 
people coming without a defined project or group to 
work with. The closure on Sunday afternoon consisted 
of a session where the participants got 5 to 10 minutes 
to present their work. Even though the event was mainly 
targeting the local hacker community, some additional 
elements were added (craft workshop, matching 
session) with the aim of fostering a wider participation. 
The Hackathon at Connectivity Lab was the central part 
of a wider event called Connectivity Lab Live (“a two-
day creators event exploring innovative prototyping in 
the field of connected devices and social media”5). The 
Hackathon itself was therefore wrapped up within a 
wider program that was articulated across some open 
talks (with invited international speakers from BBC, 
Arte, Georgia Tech, FabLabs…) and some workshops 
open to the general public (Arduino, 3D in fashion 
design, mobile and game design...). The Hackathon 
started after an initial panel of talks with a challenge 
kick-off given by Mads Høbye, an interaction designer 
both affiliated with the studio Illutron6 (DK) and with 
MEDEA as a PhD student. The Hackathon went on for 
24 hours and at the end a jury selected and awarded the 
best projects. 
THE UNFOLDING OF THE TWO EVENTS 
In the unfolding of FH a main aspect was the blurring of 
roles between participants and organizers. The problems 
with the heating and the electric system opened the 
possibility for some participants to actually play the role 
of organizers, spending time in understanding why the 
electric system was shutting down. This interplay 
between participants and organizers is a pattern that is 
                                                          
5 http://connectivitylab.mah.se / accessed 17 February 2013. 
6 Illutron is a Danish collaborative interactive arts studio 
(http://www.illutron.dk/ accessed 17 February 2013).
still present in Fabriken where a core group of skilled 
and committed participants is basically in charge of the 
technical aspects of the space. The event became the 
occasion to prototype a direct involvement of the users 
in the everyday management of Fabriken.  
Another interesting aspect to notice is the central role 
played by the laser cutter during the two days. The 
machine was placed in the future Fabriken premises (it 
was too heavy to be moved). Some of the participants 
stated that they attended the event only because they 
wanted to use it. The laser cutter was an attraction also 
for the people passing by, which often took an 
additional walk from the event premises to Fabriken just 
to have a look at it. This pattern is still present in 
Fabriken; even if other fabrication machines have been 
bought, the laser cutter still represents the core of the 
space. 
When it comes to the participants the main group was 
the local hacker community. A group of students from 
the Interaction Design Master’s program joined as well. 
In addition there were also other participants such as: a 
retired professor working with electronics, an amateur 
ceramist, a dad with his 10 years old kid, two musicians 
who build their own instruments. Around 30 people 
participated to FH and 20 more just stopped by. 
Collaboration between the participants and the 
organizers developed well during the two days and most 
of the participants are still part of the core group of 
Fabriken. The event got covered pretty well by media 
(three local newspapers came by), however FH did not 
engage the general public as hoped. 
In CLH, the Hackathon was part of a wider event where 
the audience was invited to engage through workshops, 
open talks and tech demonstrations where it was 
possible to try prototypes and devices brought by both 
students and external companies. The Hackathon was 
launched with a kick-off meeting open to all the 
audience and ended with a public presentation of the 
projects and with a prize ceremony followed by a 
closing party. The Hackathon itself was accurately 
planned, since Mads Høbye together with some other 
components of Illutron - all people skilled in 
prototyping (programming, design, Arduino, sensors...) 
- led the entire process moderating the initial 
brainstorming session, facilitating the formation of 
groups and helping the groups when needed.  
In the end, about 350 people attended to CLH and about 
60 people registered for the Hackathon. The event was 
not only attended by the participants to the Hackathon, 
but also by many other people who were just mingling 
up, drinking beers, chilling out and enjoying the club-
like atmosphere. Students from Malmö University were 
a big component of the audience, but there were also 
kids playing with Lego, and couples and friends who 
were hanging out there because - as one person told us: 
“I didn’t know about the event but came because a 
friend invited me out”.  
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A big effort was put in the recruitment phase of the 
Hackathon to communicate the event to a large audience 
such as artists, small interaction design companies, 
people working within creative industries. Not all the 
registered people showed up for the Hackathon. Even 
though some companies registered, not many of them 
attended to the Hackathon, where the participants were 
mainly students. 
Both Hackathons developed interesting projects. During 
FH a range of things were created: an ambient lamp that 
reacts to sound by changing colour, an on-line 
multiplayer game, a manual clay-press to build 3d 
models. Some experiments with an interface controlled 
through body movements were carried out. The most 
advanced project was Kiwidrive, an omnidirectional 
robot that can be controlled through a website. In CLH, 
six concepts/prototypes were presented, ranging from 
the The Divafier 5000 (that got the first prize from the 
jury), a spotlight equipped with some sensors to detect 
people moving on the stage of a disco and to follow 
their movements, to Insulting Watertap, a tap that 
insults you if you consume too much water. 
DISCUSSION AND FINAL REMARKS 
The differences and similarities between the two events 
and the way they unfolded give us some hints about the 
organizational cultures of Fabriken and Connectivity 
Lab and more specifically about their approach towards 
opening production.  
Both the events were organized following a Hackathon 
format. Hackathons are generally characterized by 
horizontal and self-organized patterns, intense 
collaboration between participants, sharing of tools and 
materials with the final aim of creating something. 
Hackathons can be performed as gatherings of people 
exploring alternative production modalities, but also as 
events used by start-ups, companies, venture capitalists 
as a way to locate new areas for innovation and funding. 
FH was somewhat positioned along the first line, being 
a first step to gather communities of makers in Malmö7. 
A shortcoming of FH was the quite homogeneous 
participation and the difficulties in involving other 
communities beyond hackers. In this sense, CLH was 
more successful in reaching a broader audience. CLH 
can be looked upon as a way of performing a culture of 
opening production which is closer to market 
perspective, where the Hackathon is cleaned up from 
the counter-culture elements and open and collaborative 
processes are understood as yet another source for 
commercially viable innovations8.  
                                                          
7  As one of the organizers told us in an interview, FH was “a way to start 
creating awareness of Fabriken in the city”. 
8  As it emerged during an interview with one of the organizers, CLH’s 
main goal was to set up “a 42h inspirational and experimental event 
located in the borderland between the digital and the physical reality with 
challenges, talks, makers tables and live development at the site”. Another 
interview with the director of MEDEA confirmed this borderland 
dimension as a way to engage industry and show a tangible example of the 
expertise of MEDEA and Malmö University.  
Our analysis of these two events raises some questions 
on how different cultures of opening production 
influence ideas on open organizational models.  
The first issue is related to the notion of accountability 
and how the staging and unfolding of the same event, 
the Hackathon, can be radically different due to the 
visions and expectations embraced by the organizers 
and the audience. What kind of accountability and what 
kind of social dynamics are played out through the 
Hackathon? For some people the Hackathon carries 
critical social and political stances. How are values such 
as sharing, freedom and openness performed within a 
Hackathon if the market is one of the faculties to 
account for? And how does this influence its 
performance?  
The second issue is strictly related to the previous one, 
as different accountabilities also claim for different 
expectations towards what has to be produced during a 
Hackathon. In both events it is possible to see a tension 
between keeping the process open for serendipity and 
fluid collaboration and the need of some guidance and 
framing in order to drive collaborative processes 
towards the expected results. Is it possible to rely only 
on pure self-organizing mechanisms? On the other hand, 
what is the price to pay in terms of losing potential 
openness when clear organizational mechanisms are put 
at play in advance? 
The third issue is related to the expected and the actual 
participation to these events. Both of them aimed at 
gathering diverse communities, but in the end they had 
limited and homogenous participation (mostly hackers 
at FH and students at CLH). What strategies and tactics 
can be used to engage a wider set of stakeholders?  
These questions are something that will be interesting to 
look more closely at in a further work. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents a narrative case study 
describing interactions in one Fab Lab in Helsinki, 
Finland. The intent is to reveal how (or if) 
sustainability concerns are socially shaped within 
an organization in the same way participatory 
innovation can be shaped. The contribution of the 
paper is two-fold. First, it augments understanding 
of environmental impacts and attitudes in Fab 
Labs; secondly it describes how peer learning is 
encouraged in Labs, thereby setting the stage for 
participatory innovation in what is – in essence – a 
novel infrastructure for product development. The 
preliminary findings suggest pathways that can 
lead towards participatory invention or innovation 
as well as environmentally responsible practice.    
INTRODUCTION 
Fab Labs (‘fabrication laboratories’) offer access to 
digital manufacturing equipment in spaces where 
individuals can design and fabricate their own 
inventions and products. Since establishment of the first 
three Fab Labs in 2002 (an outreach project of MIT’s 
Center for Bits and Atoms), the network has extended to 
number in the hundreds. Each Lab is unique and retains 
its own profile with regards to associated institution 
(university, research institute, private organization, etc.), 
funding and revenue model, target users, and so on, and 
therefore the network (which was not begun with the 
intent of establishing a network) is akin more to a 
bazaar than a franchise. Nevertheless the attempt is 
made to retain common equipment and operating 
procedures across all Labs so that projects and learnings 
can be shared throughout the network. Unlike 
professional product prototyping services, the 
equipment in Fab Labs tends towards the smaller 
‘desktop’ variety. Users therefore operate the equipment 
directly and without mediation of a technician except in 
initial training when needed. As will be elaborated 
below, this is one key aspect of the culture of peer-to-
peer learning deemed desirable. Another distinguishing 
characteristic, laid out in the Fab Lab Charter 
(http://fab.cba.mit.edu/about/charter/), is that Labs must 
be open (at least in part) to the public and not restricted 
to specific users by paid membership or other criteria. 
The Charter entreats users of the Open Access days to 
document and openly share their projects. This thereby 
forms another key element in the collaborative, open 
climate of any Fab Lab.  
Bringing digital manufacturing capacity to the level of 
the individual is regarded by some as potentially 
disruptive (e.g. Lipson and Kurman 2010). Disruptive 
technologies combined with practices and values 
aligned with empowerment and peer learning means the 
Fab Lab model could well be a stepping stone to more 
widespread implementations of distributed production – 
as an alternative to, or alternate form of, mass 
production. This has clear implications for participatory 
innovation research and knowledge building, as 
revealing how collaborative actions and cooperative 
values are shaped in Fab Labs is transferable to other 
contexts. Moreover, if sustainability-oriented values and 
pro-environmental behaviours can be shaped and 
encouraged in a similar way, long-term implications 
include the ability to promote more sustainable 
operational models for Fab Labs and maker spaces in 
future.  
In the author’s doctoral research, environmental, social 
and economic sustainability are inevitably intertwined; 
nevertheless, the focus level is on environmental 
sustainability. More importantly, the focus remains on 
how the actors themselves define or address 
sustainability, how they prioritize their decisions, and 
how they take up or ignore constraints imposed by 
environmental impact – especially in a context rife with 
paradox and complexity concerning appropriate use of 
materials and energy. 
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LITERATURE AND METHODS 
The literature on Fab Labs remains scant as it is a 
relatively new focus for study and researchers often rely 
on reports and studies published online for easy access, 
in accordance with principles of openness, rather than in 
academic journals. One of the first accounts by the 
founder of the Fab Lab network Neil Gershenfeld 
(2005) explores the nature and implications of personal 
fabrication. English-language overviews and surveys of 
Labs are also beginning to appear (e.g. Eychenne 2012). 
Much of the emerging conceptual work (such as van 
Abel et al. 2011; Bauwens et al. 2012) is indebted to 
Benkler’s notion of “commons-based peer production” 
(Benkler 2006) and investigates the realm where digital-
based, distributed peer production enters the material 
world.  
Environmental issues in maker spaces are also rarely 
addressed in academic journals. Studies tend to focus on 
the technologies and processes, thereby usually 
implying digital manufacturing more generally and 
environmental engineering-led impact assessments (e.g. 
Franco, Lanzetta and Romoli 2010; ATKINS Project 
2007).  
Regarding the phrasing adopted in this paper, i.e. the 
“social shaping of sustainability”, this has 
conventionally been addressed in different (normative) 
terms, such as how consumption patterns are affected or 
behaviour changed in consumer, marketing as well as 
policy research (e.g. Stø et al. 2008; DEFRA 2008) and 
change management in organizational literature (e.g. 
Daily and Huang 2001). Alternatives to these 
approaches, which may be more appropriate to the 
rather odd ‘prosumption’ middle ground where Fab 
Labs sit, focus on practices and social groups rather than 
individual behaviour or purchase patterns (e.g. 
Hargreaves 2011) and end-user (and/or lead user) 
involvement as opposed to employee/employer 
relationships (e.g. Rohracher 2003).  
Given this background, the latter perspective that 
acknowledges how actors shape the meaning of 
artefacts and technologies (as in Williams and Edge 
1996; Bijker 1995) serves to position the research. In 
the present article, nonetheless, the objective at this 
stage is to describe and reveal rather than, as yet, deeply 
analyse or make clear links to the theoretical 
framework.  
Ethnographic fieldwork was conducted by the author in 
the founding phases of a new Fab Lab in 2012 and the 
descriptions in this case study are based on a large part 
of this data (i.e. about 160 audio and video recordings, 
six semi-structured interviews, photographs and 
fieldnotes). The intent was to capture what actors 
actually do to both establish and use the Lab to fulfil 
their objectives. One key aim was to identify the 
barriers and drivers to recognizing and prioritizing 
sustainability issues (or, more widely, how 
‘sustainability’ was represented). 
In this paper, the circumstances are described especially 
from the Organizers’ point of view. Their dilemmas, 
motivations, successes and distractions are depicted as 
such on the basis of appearing numerous times in the 
data. Attention is also paid to discrepancies between 
what actors express as convictions and preferences and 
what they actually do. This is especially relevant in the 
data set on the Lab’s digital fabrication courses. It is 
here that Organizers have a key role in shaping users’ 
(i.e. Aalto students’) attitudes and behaviours regarding 
both collaborative invention and sustainability-oriented 
practices – especially in the context of an educational 
institute. 
AALTO FAB LAB 
Finland’s first Fab Lab opened in Aalto University’s 
Media Factory in June 2012, while planning for its 
opening and operation began in 2010. The Fab Lab 
enables physical computing and product prototyping for 
students and staff as well as novel ways to engage with 
the public in projects and/or during the Open Days. The 
first public access Open Days began in October 2012 
(one day per week).  
Aalto Fab Lab is a small organization, consisting of one 
full-time studio master and two half-time employees in 
2012. Decision-makers include Media Factory’s 
manager and director. The Lab’s space (about 100 m2) 
is divided into space for teaching/lecturing and 
working/designing, an enclosed space for noisy and 
dusty equipment (i.e. laser cutter, milling machines), 
and space for other equipment (electronics stations, 3D 
printers, vinyl cutter, computers) and books. An 
adjoining room offers office facilities and storage.   
ORGANIZER 1 
The Fab Lab’s Studio Master began work in November 
2011. She has a background in computing and work 
experience in another Fab Lab. She was the main (often 
only) person responsible for physically setting up the 
Lab equipment and procedures: deciding on and 
ordering the equipment and materials; coordinating with 
the Lab’s space designer, builders, and authorities (e.g. 
fire inspectors); troubleshooting the software and 
hardware; building the website; and deciding on 
documentation procedures, use instructions and 
workflow. In parallel she was completing her own Fab 
Academy exercises, giving tours to numerous visitors 
including journalists, and planning and teaching the first 
Digital Workshop Basics courses. These courses gave 
Aalto students the first introduction to the equipment 
and procedures through hands-on exercises as well as 
the culture of sharing through having to execute 
documentation or ‘instructables’.  
The purpose of the above lengthy description of tasks is 
to emphasize the many hats a typical Fab Lab manager 
must wear and the challenge to prioritize. The Studio 
Master’s attention is often directed to the documentation 
problem (i.e. the mechanics of how users can best 
document and share their work) and the workflow and 
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user protocol issues (so users can be as independent as 
possible), in accordance with values supporting 
openness, sharing and peer learning.  
In interactions, the Studio Master clearly and regularly 
encourages a help-yourself-and-help-others attitude 
through her words and behaviour. She continually 
emphasizes in Lab introductions that users do the work 
themselves and she and the other employees are there 
only to help and guide. She routinely states that users 
should help the next one in the queue and teach them 
how to use the machines. She reinforces this through her 
behaviour: if two students are working together at a 
machine or computer screen, for instance, she 
approaches them to gauge the extent of the problem and 
then physically draws away to let them continue helping 
each other.  
What was rarely observed was advice on environmental 
choices, given the substantial attention needed to 
facilitate learning the equipment and social norms. The 
selection of materials and equipment, for example, is 
clearly guided by bureaucracy and the need to 
streamline. Complex procurement procedures in the 
university including payment processes; ease of 
ordering in bulk through MIT, Aalto ARTS’ wood 
workshop or another Aalto unit; price increases through 
customs charges and import taxes: all these factors lead 
to choices that are usually not environmentally optimal. 
Moreover, not all materials are equal with regards to 
‘fabbability’: a British source of plywood was found 
that gave better results in the laser cutter than the local 
Finnish supply. In addition, standardized, virgin 
materials are more predictable than waste (reused) 
materials in terms of equipment settings and output, and 
this was usually pointed out when a student brought in a 
material of his/her own: not as a preference per se but as 
a practical issue regarding the need to test settings (e.g. 
in the laser cutter).  
Because of the practical concerns, the Studio Master has 
been less able to spend time developing what she called 
“organic connections” and interests she had before her 
position in Aalto. This refers to e.g. a Media Factory-
funded project where people learned about waste and e-
waste issues and experimented with reuse and recycling, 
as well as previous projects she has conducted on 
creative reuse of laser cutter off-cuts. One may 
conjecture that once the Lab begins to assume routine 
operations she may pursue these more ‘benign’ 
interests, thereby potentially influencing users’ 
perceptions of what can be done in a Fab Lab.  
ORGANIZER 2 
The Producer is responsible for coordinating events 
(such as the Open Knowledge Festival) and community 
building. His background is in industrial and strategic 
design and he has an extensive history researching and 
experimenting in the area of Open Design, digital 
fabrication and peer-to-peer networks. It is important to 
note that he is an influential voice in this (global) 
community. He began his work contract with Media 
Factory in December 2011.  
He also teaches the Digital Fabrication Studio course 
subsequent to the Studio Master’s introductory course. 
His values and goals come through in how he conveys 
the culture of fabbing through his lectures, including 
stories told about other Labs and sharing of numerous 
projects documented on the internet, and how he guides 
the students to final results. His success criteria for his 
course are therefore more rigorous: fabbability is 
paramount, i.e. what it means to design for digital 
fabrication. In his lectures and in guiding projects he 
espouses the “bits to atoms” ‘mythology’ rampant in 
Fab Labs. Simply put, this concerns the relationship 
between the digital input and the material output as well 
as the meta-level where products can embed various 
layers of information. “It’s never only digital and never 
only physical material but both together.” One common 
method of playing with this meta-level as well as 
adhering to the community rules on sharing designs is to 
print (e.g. etch) the blueprint (or source code) on the 
product’s surface in the form of e.g. a QR code.  
The Producer’s favourite fabbed product by far is a 
glass bowl: a team effort where a pattern was milled 
into a piece of wood in the Fab Lab, the wood was 
constructed into a glass mould, and one of the students 
(with glassblowing experience) formed the glass bowl 
by blowing, cutting and polishing in the school’s glass 
studio. The praise for this work comes also unprompted 
and after other interesting and praiseworthy student 
work has come out subsequently. This observation has 
implications for how influential actors and groups may 
shape what is ‘success’ in future fabbing based on, for 
example, traditional artisanal skills. 
This Organizer’s time constraints also dictate what he 
needs to prioritize, his stance tempered by the practical 
consideration of a short course’s learning objectives. 
Despite his own emphasis on empowerment and peer 
learning (stated explicitly in interviews), he 
acknowledges that the courses do not allow time to 
learn how to e.g. set up collaborative projects. In the 
course the Organizer focuses on developing a design 
literacy for fabbability (in the author’s terms, not the 
Organizer’s) while ‘assuming’ the Lab environment 
itself (including other Organizers) takes care of the 
openness and sharing: “There is peer-to-peer learning. 
It’s not that I tell them: ‘Do p2p learning!’ It happens 
because they want to have it.” By extension the students 
have accepted this culture merely by registering for the 
course. When prompted about sustainability 
considerations, he concedes that time does not permit: 
“it’s better that they have another course about 
sustainability and materials”.   
The scope of this paper limits what can be discussed 
regarding the students themselves, and further narratives 
will expound on their motivations, actions, preferences 
and responses to Lab norms, as well as how they 
themselves shape the Lab’s culture. Some students for 
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instance do explicitly take on environmental concerns 
(through material reuse, for instance) but these were in 
the minority and their effect indeterminate. Other 
priorities and/or an actor’s self-interest were also seen to 
deliver unintended environmental benefits (such as 3D 
printing time and energy consumption).  
With regard to the Organizers’ intent to promote peer 
learning through sharing and openness, the Organizers 
themselves report observing this culture taking shape 
and the data confirms this to a large extent. Further 
examination of this young Lab as well as other, more 
mature Labs will unpack how (or if) this culture can 
plant seeds for participatory, collaborative invention 
processes.  
DISCUSSION 
In this case study we examined how issues pertaining to 
sustainability were shaped in the process of socially 
shaping the culture of a new Fab Lab. While 
sustainability is espoused, it does not render Fab Labs as 
any clear platform as yet for ‘participatory sustainable 
innovation’ amidst the other issues that are shaped.  
Some signals do emerge, nevertheless. In wealthy 
contexts where financial resources are relatively 
plentiful, it is time that becomes the scarce resource to 
leverage in creative ways if one aims to be a change 
agent. Moreover, while these students express a myriad 
reasons for choosing to make a certain object, 
collaborative projects taken on by Fab Labs themselves 
(cooperation among several Labs) tackle specific local 
problems. This localized need-based approach 
(intimating value-sensitive design) carries potential for 
more sustainable practices overall.  
The discourse in the ‘maker movement’ claims that this 
kind of distributed, open knowledge building through 
hands-on learning and designing embeds responsibility. 
It remains to be seen, in further observation and 
empirical analysis, how this sense of responsibility 
emerges, is expressed, and is sustained.  
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This conceptual working paper communicates findings 
from a research project which is designed to further the 
understanding of consequences for design when 
organisations themselves are understood as artefacts. I 
set out to learn from real-world practice what it means 
to shape a social artefact – an organisation. Based in 
notions of organizations as human made artefacts and 
the extended application of design to social contexts, 
this research inquires into ways in which stakeholders 
participate in processes of organising.  
Firstly I will give a brief overview of the dilemma we 
face when defining an organisation as artefact with 
specific, design relevant attributes. Secondly, this 
artefact is changing towards less clearly defined 
structures (Balogun & Johnson 2004; Taylor 2011). As I 
will refer to below, these changes are relevant when 
considering the relationship between design and the 
organisation. Scholars have proven that design and 
design thinking can help inform and shape core 
functions of an organisation, like a.o. management 
(Boland & Collopy 2004), strategy (Liedtka 2004) or 
change (Junginger 2008). Still, it seems that these 
debates assume a rather monolithic understanding of 
organisations.  
The research I am presenting is qualitative and makes 
use of a mix of methods within this paradigm. Two case 
studies provided a real-world context of distributed and 
emergent organisational structures. Based on 
assumptions derived from an initial phase of grounded 
data analysis, I am using two specific themes to find out 
why and how people design the social activity of 
shaping an organisation. Motivation and intentionality 
are used as design-relevant concepts to identify 
dimensions of design in the social process of shaping 
organisations. This thematic approach to data analysis is 
based on notions within Human-Centred Design theory 
(Krippendorff, 2008).  
Conclusions are intended to form a discussion, rather 
than constituting clearly determined findings. Applying 
the concepts of motivation and intentionality to an 
organisation that is formed around a project, has 
enabled me to identify indicators for and effects of 
design on organisational shapes. This, as one might
 
assume, opens up new questions and dilemmas for 
participatory design approaches, which I am offering as 
routes for further discussion and research.   
This paper represents work in progress at a point where 
a first sample of primary data has been collected and a 
first analytical attempt has been concluded. Therefore 
this paper should be read as a working paper, which 
intends to provoke new ideas and suggest indicators for 
ongoing further in-depth exploration of the reality in 
which people organise.  
ORGANISATION AS ARTEFACT 
I do not primarily regard an artefact as a result, product 
or final state, but more as a concept that acknowledges 
an organization’s position in the realm of the artificial, 
the human-made world.  
Looking at an organisation as an artefact on the one 
hand acknowledges the human-made process that brings 
organisations into existence (Rollinson 2008) and the 
possibility that an organisation is a product of human 
action (Junginger 2008). On the other hand it raises 
questions with regard to the core properties of this 
artefact, as it is rather different from other artefacts of 
physical or digital nature. One of the paradoxes is that 
an organisation is made by but at the same time 
‘consists’ of humans. Therefore I will refer to 
organisation in the following as a ‘Socially Defined 
Artefact’ (SDA), an artificial product, ‘a fabric made 
out of communication’ (Taylor, 1988 in: Taylor 2011, p. 
1275), a result of social interaction. The term Socially 
Defined Artefact is intended to not only capture the way 
an organisation differs from other artefacts, I also want 
to prevent confusion with the concept of “Social 
Artefact” as it is used in Science and Technology 
Studies (Pinch & Bijker 1984; Nemeth et al. 2006). 
Current developments in organisation studies point 
towards changes of this artefact. Specifically with 
regards to organisational structures, from rigid 
hierarchical organisation to distributed and emergent 
structures (Balogun & Johnson 2004; Taylor 2011). In 
contrast, the application and relevance of design 
thinking to managerial contexts can be interpreted as 
being based in an understanding of organisations as 
closed systems. Systems with a boundary and clearly 
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articulated points of interaction with the outside world 
(i.e. users, consumers, society) closer related to Simon’s 
concept of an interior and exterior environment (Simon 
1996).  
These developments have been considered while 
choosing two cases which represent a distributed, less 
formalised organisational setting. Both have a 
temporarily limited lifespan as they are formed around 
projects. Furthermore, different organisational entities 
have to collaborate in partly emergent and changing 
settings, by forming new constellations outside their 
‘nominal boundaries’ (Rollinson 2008, p.4). Here the 
occurrence of established and emergent (project related) 
organisational structures provides a rich sample for 
inquiry into interactions and relationships between 
individuals, groups, communities and institutions.  
HOW IS A SOCIALLY DEFINED ARTEFACT 
SHAPED?  
This paper contributes to track 3 by looking at the social 
process of organizing that forms the basis of 
collaboration for a variety of purposes, from product or 
service innovation to art performances. The overall 
research aim is to better understand the principles and 
mechanisms employed during this process. This is 
explored in a first research phase, which this paper is 
based on, through the perspective on “why” people 
participate or are being involved – their motivations. 
Further, identifying different degrees to which this 
involvement is consciously intended, considered or 
neglected might allow me to further unfold the “how” of 
stakeholder participation. Research questions therefore 
are: 
• What are the underlying motivations for people 
to get involved or involve others in processes 
of organising and how do motivations develop 
or change throughout a project? 
• How is this motivation reflected when looking 
at the way people shape the involvement of 
others?  
These questions are closely related to what designers do 
– they shape artefacts, experiences and systems 
(Buchanan 2001). As design problems developed from 
the realm of the first two orders of design (2d and 3d 
artefacts), as described by Buchanan (Buchanan, 2001), 
towards messy social systems and wicked problems 
(Rittel & Webber 1973), the social context design 
operates in became more important.  
For example Human-Centred Design (HCD) has 
emerged as a participatory design approach that 
developed from facilitating organisation-user 
relationships for software development (Norman and 
Draper, 1986), to a strategy that addresses 
organisational change (Junginger, 2003).  
In the following I will briefly introduce concepts of 
intentionality and motivation from the HCD-discourse 
that form the underlying basis of design understanding 
for thematic data analysis.  
Krippendorff (2008) understands motivation as 
justification of action. Extrinsic motivation then is the 
dominant form in our society, justifying engagement in 
activities through external, goal-driven standards, such 
as performance. Intrinsic motivation on the other hand 
drives engagement without ‘reference to an outcome, 
achievement, or result’ (Krippendorff 2004, p.3). 
Features that are ‘intrinsically motivating’ comprise 
amongst others interactive rather than tangible qualities 
of artefacts, they ‘require a considerable level of skills 
and challenges’ (p. 6) and they inspire a sense of 
control.  
To create ‘optimal experiences’ (p. 11), he argues, it is 
necessary for design to refer to the intrinsic dimension 
of motivation in order to identify the essential aspects of 
a design that make experiences meaningful to 
individuals.  
With respect to the design of meaningful experiences, 
he identifies two types of intentional design: purpose-
driven design for him is an approach that emphasizes a 
separation of an artefacts function from the context that 
creates the meaning and attributes of function to it. 
Human-centred design on the contrary respects that 
‘behavior and understanding’ are closely linked. As 
Krippendorff states: ‘Humans do not respond to the 
physical qualities of things but to what they mean to 
them’ (both p.8).  
While Krippendorff uses intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation to exemplify different modes of engagement 
with things, I am interested to find out whether these 
concepts will maintain their relevance when applied to 
the Socially Defined Artefact.   
METHODOLOGY  
Small sample qualitative multi case study research 
(Stake 2005) was chosen as research strategy. It looks at 
innovative, new ways to engage others in project 
organization. Planned and opportunistic approaches to 
inquire into real world contexts were combined to attain 
in-depth insights into subjective perspectives and ways 
in which individuals make sense of their role in the 
process of organizing. Analysis is in parts grounded, as 
well as thematic, it acknowledges the role of the 
researcher in the analysis and interpretation of data and 
consequences and limitations that thereby arise with 
regards to transferability of results. The data for both 
cases was collected from primary and secondary data 
sources. As the character of inquiry into each project 
differed – on the one hand a retrospective study on the 
other an opportunist observation of a live project – 
methods used span retrospective interviews, live 
conversations, audio and video recordings, 
observational as well as reflective research notes and the 
study of third party documents such as meeting notes 
and a debriefing report.  
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Limited validity of data is a concern with referral to the 
large quantity and specialised quality of data collected 
and the potential randomness caused by reliance on the 
researcher’s own interpretation (Stake 2005). Still, 
Eisenhardt (1989) argues, that validity of case study 
research is inherent in its structure. As she states , 
hypotheses emerging from this process have already 
been subject to an iterative process of moving back and 
forth between data, construct and existing theory in 
literature (Easterby-Smith et al. 2012, p.56). Eisenhardt 
refers to this process as “repeated verification” (p. 547). 
THE CASE STUDIES AND THEIR ANALYSIS  
Two examples of temporary organization were chosen 
for multiple case study research. Both are creative 
design projects, but differ in the set of stakeholders and 
organisations involved as well as in the purpose and 
process (see fig. 1) of organizing. While one case is a 
retrospective study of an architectural construction 
project for a higher education institution (HEI) in the 
UK (construction project), the other is a live study of a 
mass participation music performance that took place in 
a major UK city (art project). Further, roles of 
stakeholders and participants in both projects differ. 
While the construction project involved a professional 
distinction between designing and organising (i.e. 
architect and project manager), the art project, 
combined both in the role of two artists who initiated 
and ran the performance. Still, in both cases, besides the 
professional allocation of responsibilities, the 
researcher’s interest focused on the occurrence of 
design activities beyond these professional roles. 
 
 
Figure 1: linear process (construction project) versus a circular 
process centred around a ‘nucleus’ (art performance) 
While the construction project can be separated into 
planning, design, construction, completion and use 
stages, the art performance was a far shorter, two day 
endeavour, compared to an eight month overall 
construction process (construction project).  
As the analysis of data has not been completed yet and 
this paper represents work in progress, the discussion is 
centred around findings from thematic analysis and a 
first, grounded approach to data analysis.  
Analysis was partially grounded in the way that an 
approach was chosen that prioritises an understanding 
ermergent from the data itself rather than applying a 
specific concept to identify themes accordingly. 
However, the previously introduced understanding of 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is used in the 
following sections to discuss findings and create a 
narrative that combines the two cases and enables me to 
build an argument in respect to already published 
knowledge. With regard to data verification it borrows 
from the theory-building process described by 
Eisenhard. Here the intention to build theory from data 
(Eisenhardt 1989) is followed by the verification of 
assumptions based in primary data with themes in 
literature. 
MOTIVATION IN CASE STUDIES 
With regard to the performance project I understand 
intrinsic motivation in this context as the interest in the 
activity of creating a musical experience itself without 
an external gain or incentive, such as a financial reward 
i.e. or professional qualification. Participants’ 
motivation can be characterised as intrinsic, as driven 
by the motive to do something different, to contribute to 
something other than their usual music performances. 
This became clear through the statement of a member of 
the involved brass band in a conversation during the 
performance.    
Extrinsic motivation was driven by a research project 
this performance contributed to. As the artists 
mentioned during an interview held after the 
performance, all of their participative art performances 
contribute to a body of knowledge that intends to 
answer their research’s central questions around music 
performances and the breaking down of classical 
hierarchical structures within. driven. Further, extrinsic 
motivation is being expressed by organisers, being 
driven by the pressure to create a successful event, 
represented in a large number of participants as well as 
spectators.  
This project was not successful in realising an intended 
organisational shape, which was articulated in the initial 
communication with participants. As the comparison 
between an initial email sent out to potential participants 
by festival organisers (see quote below) and the actual 
number of participants (see figure 2) shows.  
“We will stage a 'dress rehearsal' with the other groups that 
are involved (possibly up to 150 people in total!) before the 
performance (…)” 
In another, newsletter-type of email sent out by the 
organisers works of the involved artists are being 
described as ‘huge-scale’: 
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‘The results are huge-scale immersive and meditative 
performance-installations, within which audiences can 
freely move about or sit and absorb.’ 
In contrast to the intended turnout (150 people) for the 
rehearsal, the picture below shows the actual group of 
participants who showed up for the final performance. 
Ten musicians took part of whom one was an individual 
musician while the other nine were members of an 
already existing, local brass band.  
 
Figure 2: final participation differed significantly from intended 
Not only can the contrast between intended and actual 
turnout be considered a failure of engaging potential 
participants, internal documents authored by the festival 
organisers further reveal their disappointment with the 
performance.  
‘The expectations for the project were not met, mainly due 
to breakdowns in communication, lack of staff time/ 
resource and difficulty recruiting performers. (…) 
Considerable damage may have been done to the festival 
reputation’ (name of festival removed, the author). 
As for the construction project, intrinsic motivation for 
involvement is related to the original, initial drive to 
create more space for students, to accommodate more 
space for teaching. The initial group set up on a 
departmental level was not driven by external pressure 
from other parts within the organisation but came from 
the direct experience of those involved with teaching 
that space is needed. This might be a slightly different 
interpretation of intrinsic motivation as it has a 
purposeful aspect. Still within an institutional setting, 
such as an HEI, this can be interpreted as rather 
intrinsic, as no external rewards had been offered  to 
those who participated in the initial meetings.  
It can be said though that over the development of the 
project those who intentionally organised themselves 
were less involved as the process was taken over by 
professionals with skills which are needed in the design 
and accomplishment of a construction project. The 
motivation for involvement became more complex, 
determined by a set of drivers apart from the initial 
motivation to create new, more space for students. 
These drivers were financial resources, technical 
requirements and construction expertise amongst others.  
As figure 4 shows, as the planning process moved on to 
the actual design and construction phase, 
responsibilities and motivations to participate in the 
process moved away from the initiators of the project on 
faculty and departmental level to professionals and 
controllers with specific, purposeful skills, such as 
administrative roles and technical expertise. This 
development is represented in the map by a 
development towards more complex structures of 
meetings and groups that include decision makers from 
different parts of the HEI and professionals from outside 
the institution. The dominant decision making group is a 
committee (Project Executive Group) that serves as a 
gate keeper on university level between the different 
stages of the project. The user group would now be 
consulted on design specific issues when their user 
expertise was needed. As exemplified by a statement of 
the end user champion, the end users’ representative on 
the Project Executive Group.  
‘we had a committee that had representatives from each of 
the then seven departments but that met perhaps six 
weekly. but as and when necessary, more sometimes (…)’  
As the facility project manager states, the motivation of 
end users can change over the course of a project as 
well, once the initial requirements have been fulfilled 
(the creation of additional space), motivation for 
participation seems to centre around aesthetics of the 
finished outcome: 
‘(…) you will find that a lot of end users are more 
interested in what kind of furniture you get in, once it is 
finished, what goes on the wall, (…)’  
Figure 4: shows the move of decision making power from the project 
initiators on departmental and faculty level to a decision making group 
on university level (yellow arrow). It is based on interviews with five 
informants and minutes of meetings. 
INTENTIONALITY IN CASE STUDIES 
The other aspect of analytical consideration is the 
degree to which the involvement of participants was 
subject of a specific design intention. Here I, again, 
refer to the distinction between human-centred and 
purpose-driven as outlined by Krippendorff. It is harder 
to draw a clear line between them both in reality. 
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Therefore I will give examples of human-centred design 
aspects as well as purpose-driven aspects in both case 
studies.  
Human-centred aspects comprise the consideration of 
participants’ confidence to play a specific sequence of 
tunes which got negotiated before every newly 
improvised piece during the performance, here the 
artists developed the music piece in dialogue with the 
participants.  
Purpose-driven design choices included moving 
participants between different outdoor sites which were 
determined by the artists themselves without 
consideration of artists conditions when performing on a 
cold spring day for a few hours outdoors. The purpose-
driven aspects reached a dominance over the human-
centred approach when other professionals, such as 
photographers and video documenters hired by the 
festival organisers, joined the group. The purpose now 
became to group and arrange the participants in a way 
that would be appropriate and ideal under the premise of 
documenting the event in audio and video/photos. This 
represented the final outcome, the actual performance in 
this rather organic flow of a series of rehearsals.  
 
Figure 2: video, audio and photo documentation caused a shift 
towards purpose-driven design intentions 
With regards to intentional involvement and design of 
participation during the construction project, a similar 
development compared to the way motivation changed 
over time, can be observed. Initially the self-motivated 
group meetings represented self-intended and initiated 
participation.s As the project moved on, intention to 
participate became more structured, and moved from 
human-centred intention to purpose-driven neglect one 
might say. The faculty project manager comments on 
the overall development of participation of end users:   
‘It is really important in our job at the beginning of the 
stages to get the end user involved to make sure we are 
delivering to their requirements. And then once we get 
through tender stage (…) it just runs through the various 
stages and finishes at practical completion.’  
While the end user champion provides insight into how 
purpose-driven participation was actually taking place:  
‘(…) but here are the plans that are proposed, now 
everyone has a chance to look at these. and if you don’t 
have any problems by the end of next week  this is what is 
going to happen guys.’ 
Further on in the process participation would fall apart, 
as the purpose moved from planning and design to 
completion 
‘(…) there has been quite a lot of consultation done with 
that end user group, but then when you get on to site it 
tends to drift off now this is the point were it falls away a 
little bit.’ 
CONCLUSIONS 
With regards to the art performance, the motivation for 
designing the way in which participants would become 
involved would vary between intrinsic motivation and 
interest that participants had to extrinsic, 
representational interests that made the participants 
become the product of a purpose-driven process rather 
than involving them in actively shaping the social fabric 
of the organisation. 
With regard to the construction project, motivation for 
participation developed from intrinsic, problem-oriented 
motivation, as represented by initial group of users, to 
engagement dominated by an imposed, externally 
applied structure and process. Here, participation 
becomes more difficult to maintain, as a quote from the 
end user champion suggests:  
‘(…) the people were more concerned to keep their 
departmental spoke in the wheel rather than being 
intensively involved in the compromises that you have to 
make.’ 
The intended design for involvement on the other hand 
is being deeply implemented in the early stages of the 
process, the project manager is aware of the importance 
of the involvement of end users. From the interviews it 
is not clear though, what influence these consultations 
had on the end result. Therefore, the human-centredness 
might be limited. Further, as the project moved on, 
involvement changed and got dominated by the 
purpose-driven process structure towards complete 
neglect.   
DISCUSSION 
Data analysis suggests a link between motivation for 
and intentionality of involvement. Conflicts and failure 
in and of participation might be understood as results of 
a neglected human-centred focus on the participating 
stakeholders which is argued is likely to result from a 
purpose-driven, extrinsic motivation to involve others. 
This failure can be witnessed on different participatory 
levels in project organisation which in one case led to 
limitations in stakeholders ability to participate on 
another level between organisers and performers in the 
music performance project, a mismatch between raised 
expectations on the participants side and the real 
conditions of performing might have led to a lack of 
involvement.  
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By referring to conceptualisations of motivation and 
intentionality within design theory, it is possible to 
identify aspects of Human-Centred Design in processes 
of organising. With respect to the first research 
question, intentions for people to get involved are more 
likely to be intrinsically motivated, while intentions to 
involve others tend to have some sort of extrinsic 
motivation attached.  
While Krippendorff’s concepts helped me to understand 
better the role of motivation and intentionality for 
design, when applied to organisational context and 
participation, it seems that intrinsic or extrinsic 
motivation both prove powerful ways to involve people 
in shaping an SDA. Still, as analysis of the art project 
shows, when relying on intrinsic motivation only, 
establishing participation can be challenging. When an 
organisation is more dependent on intrinsic motivation, 
intentions for the design of involvement become on the 
one hand more critical but not necessarily more 
respected. Also, the complexity of a Socially Defined 
Artefact makes the coherent design of involvement (i.e. 
communications and interactions) more difficult. 
Intentionality in this context first of all is a matter of 
awareness. Awareness of the intrinsic motivations of 
those to be involved by those who intend to involve 
them.   
With this paper I hope to raise awareness of the 
relevance of motivation and intentionality for the 
success of organising for involvement as well as 
involvement in organising. Motivation is not only a 
driver for design it is much more a design asset itself. 
The creation of a shared motivation, as these cases 
illustrate, can be assumed to be important for successful 
participation in the creation of organisations.  
By defining organisation as socially defined artefact it 
becomes more difficult to determine the manifestations 
and indicators for design. As I attempt to show, such 
tacit concepts as motivation and intention become 
important for the success of collaboration and 
involvement and determinant for the shape of 
organisations.  
Further, if the idea of organisation as artefact made by 
humans and with humans in it is followed through, it 
might be regarded as a self-designing, self-shaping 
artefact or system. Which makes the determination of 
design and allocation of its appearance and the 
principles that shape it even more complicated. Here the 
question of intentionality of involvement becomes 
harder to answer since actors might be less clearly 
identifiable. This idea is thought to be a potential area of 
further inquiry. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In this paper we try to outline a model for enabling 
development of innovation competence in groups. 
Innovation competence is in itself a phenomena that 
lacks a clear definition in innovation literature where 
there is a gap between discussing innovation capabilities 
on a very abstract and general level of the firm within 
the stream of resource-based theories of the firm 
(Colarelli O’Connor, 2008; Lawson & Samson, 2001; 
McGrath, 2001; Saunila & Ukko, 2012) and on the 
other hand mainstream theories in organizational 
creativity describing qualities of creative individuals 
and measuring creative climate, taking individuals as a 
unit of analysis (Amabile et al., 1996; Ekvall, 1996). 
Even though we believe innovation competence can be 
developed on both individual and group level, we claim 
that an emergent process in group is central for 
developing innovation competence on both levels. Key 
factors that enable this dynamic process in a group are 
defined and explained in the paper. 
Innovation competence is understood as the ability of an 
individual or group to think, act and relate to others in a 
way that enables her or the group to create innovations 
which can be both improvements of existing or 
completely new products, services, processes etc. that 
create value (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). By providing 
enabling conditions for innovation competence 
development presented in this paper, individuals and 
groups slowly move from developing the ability to 
improve exiting ways of thinking and working towards 
the more explorative competence of creating completely 
new ways of thinking, acting and relating to others that 
enables them to create new ways of working, new 
products, services etc. 
The model for enabling innovation competence 
development in groups is defined based on the findings 
from the interdisciplinary research project at Mälardalen 
University called Kaikaku in production where 
knowledge and methods on how to support 
 
manufacturing companies in developing competence for 
radical innovation (kaikaku in Japanese) are being 
developed. Two very different sources of learning and 
inspiration are taken into consideration in our model: 
Japanese manufacturing companies (Yamamoto, 
forthcoming) and artistic practice of contemporary 
dance groups (Bozic & Olsson, 2012). 
There are six key enablers for developing innovation 
competence presented in our model: group interaction 
and collaboration; emergent process; training and 
practice; personal involvement engaging mind-body- 
will; continuous iteration between exploration and 
reflection; and diversity of people, tools and spaces. 
Since innovations today are increasingly created 
through collaboration in groups of people involving 
both employees from different organizational 
departments and external partners such as researchers, 
suppliers, customers and other stakeholders, we believe 
there is a need to take a closer look at how we can 
provide the right enablers to develop innovation 
competence in practice in a collaborative group process. 
This is a relevant issue not only for academics but also 
for many companies which are struggling to expand 
innovation competence beyond the R&D department, 
engaging both employees across organization and 
external stakeholders in various innovation initiatives. 
We believe that the model proposed in this paper could 
be a useful framework indicating how organizations 
could develop innovation competence across different 
groups of people that can influence their overall 
innovation capability on organizational level. 
2. DATA AND RESEARCH METHODS 
As a part of the interdisciplinary research project 
Kaikaku in production organized at the Mälardalen 
University, two different studies were performed trying 
to develop knowledge about how radical innovation 
could be supported in Swedish manufacturing industry. 
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The first study was done through a review of 65 case 
studies of large scale innovation initiatives in Japanese 
manufacturing companies (Yamamoto, forthcoming). 
CiNii - one of the largest database services in Japan for 
Japanese-written academic publications was used for the 
search of case study articles because descriptions of 
innovation initiatives in Japanese manufacturing 
companies were seldom available in the international 
articles. 350 articles published in 2000 or after were 
found using keywords such as seisan kakushin 
(manufacturing innovation), seisan kaikaku 
(manufacturing reformation), kojo kakushin (factory 
innovation), and kojo kaikaku (factory reformation). 
After two phases of screening the articles, 65 of them 
remained for the final review, 11 of which describe 
innovation initiatives at SMEs with less than 300 
employees and the rest describing innovation initiatives 
in large companies (ibid.). Through this study we 
deepened our understanding about how Japanese 
manufacturing companies try to develop and expand 
their traditional practice of continuous improvement 
(kaizen), moving towards more radical improvement 
and innovation (kaikaku). We also identified key 
success factors in kaikaku initiatives which helped us 
develop our model for enabling innovation competence 
development in groups. 
The second study was performed through a series of 20 
semi-structured interviews with contemporary dance 
choreographers from different European countries 
(Bozic & Olsson, 2012). In these interviews, which 
lasted on average one hour and 15 minutes, artists were 
asked to describe how their creative process from idea 
to new performance in a group usually looks like and 
how the group thinks, acts and relates to one another in 
order to support the process of creating a new 
performance. They were also asked what tools and 
methods they use in order to support creative process in 
groups and what is the role of choreographer. After 
analysing the interviews, key elements of creative 
practice of contemporary dance groups were identified 
which we use as the second input to build our model for 
enabling innovation competence in groups in this paper. 
3. RESULTS 
Summary of empirical results - similarities and 
differences between Japanese companies and artistic 
practice 
Japanese industry is under the pressure of increased 
global competition and operates in a business 
environment characterised by the fast pace of change in 
which it is becoming hard to sustain operational 
competitiveness just by using the wide-spread Japanese 
practice of continuous improvement (kaizen). The 
analysed case studies show how Japanese 
manufacturing companies try to develop new 
approaches towards developing explorative capabilities 
across organization, thus complementing incremental 
innovations with more radical innovation (kaikaku), 
increasing the speed of change and improvement 
(Yamamoto, forthcoming). Collective learning and 
creativity were identified as important enablers in 
building exploration competence among employees. 
Leaders deliberately created special situations where 
groups were given challenging targets and provided 
with a learning environment to develop their explorative 
competence, combining training in safe environment 
with practicing the new behaviours in everyday work. 
The competence for exploration and radical 
improvements increased in time through training and 
practice. Another important success factor was the 
strong engagement of people working on all levels of 
the company. It was thus through an emergent process 
that happened both top-down and bottom-up that the 
innovation competence was expanded. On one hand, the 
leadership proposed challenging radical targets and 
provided possibilities for training explorative 
competence among employees to help them reach the 
targets. On the other hand the employees had the 
autonomy and responsibility to drive the process and 
decide how they would reach the targets, continuously 
testing what they learned during training in their daily 
work practice. 
The study on creative practice of contemporary dance 
groups also shows the importance of close collaboration 
and co-creation among dancers in creating a new 
performance. One of the key tools used to support co- 
creation in group is improvisation. Principles such as 
trust, safety, tuning-in, being present, open and 
available for new things, taking risks and building on 
each others ideas through creative flow in the group are 
at the core of improvisational practice that supports 
exploration. The idea of practice - that one needs to 
daily practice improvisational skills in group to be able 
to reach creative flow in exploration was also exposed 
as important in creation process. This shows that similar 
to Japanese companies, dancers underline the 
importance of training and practice to develop 
explorative competence in the group. Another similarity 
with Japanese manufacturing companies was the idea of 
an emergent bottom-up-top-down process. In the case of 
contemporary dance groups, it is the choreographer who 
establishes enabling conditions for the group to explore 
and create, not by setting an aggressive target but by 
having some sort of vision or strong drive and interest in 
the topic of exploration and then by giving proposals 
and inviting others in the group to join and co-create. 
On the other hand all group members need to actively 
co-drive the process, coming up with their own 
proposals and taking responsibility for the process. The 
whole process is emergent in the sense that it is an 
open-ended process which adapts constantly to the 
needs of the group and shall not be too planned and 
controlled but should rather emerge through the 
interaction and dynamics in the group. 
From the study of creative process of dance groups 
another three enablers for developing innovation 
competence in groups were identified. One is the 
importance of diversity, in the sense that forming a 
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group of diverse people will enable that different 
perspectives will meet and the group will develop more 
radically new ideas, strengthening the competence to 
innovate. But diversity is meant also in the sense of 
using diverse physical spaces and creative tools in the 
process which stimulate the group to shift perspectives 
and keep freshness throughout the process. 
The second important enabler is strong personal and 
group involvement and motivation. Especially since 
there is a high sense of ambiguity in the process of 
creating something new, one needs to be very engaged 
and motivated to accept the unknown, the inability to 
control and to let oneself be led by the emergent 
process. By using not only mind, but also body, 
emotions and intuition in the process, a closer 
connection between the person and what is being 
created is established, which strengthens the sense of 
personal involvement and motivation. 
The last interesting enabler for developing innovation 
competence was a continuous iteration between 
exploration and reflection. Dancers do spend a lot of 
time exploring and experimenting to create new 
material for performance, but it is the practice of 
continuously balancing exploration with stepping back, 
questioning and reflecting that helps the group identify 
potential in new material and make decisions how to 
move forward in the process. 
4. MODEL FOR ENABLING INNOVATION 
COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT IN GROUPS 
Based on results from empirical studies we have 
developed a model with six key enablers for developing 
innovation competence in groups (Figure 1) which we 
present in more detail in the coming section of the 
paper. 
 
Figure 1: Model for enabling innovation competence development in 
groups 
4.1 GROUP INTERACTION AND COLLABORATION 
The first important enabler of innovation competence 
development is interaction and collaboration in group. 
As Leonard and Sensiper (1998) claim, interplay among 
individuals appears essential in the innovation process. 
Creation of complex systems of products and services in 
today‘s world requires the merging of different 
knowledge which is why innovation in business is 
usually a group process (ibid.). 
Or, as Stacey et al. (2000) formulate it in their theory of 
complex responsive processes of relating, novelty 
emerges in human interaction. Our consciousness arises 
through interaction between human bodies as we evoke 
our own bodily responses through vocal gestures to 
others. Consciousness, knowing and mind are thus 
social processes and novelty is created in the interplay 
with other’s intentions (ibid.). Meaning emerges in the 
ongoing improvised conversation in which gesturing 
and responding are seen as one act (Mead, 1934), which 
makes interaction between people essential for creating 
new meanings and innovation. 
Buur and Larsen (2010) explain that when people listen 
to each other and identify points of agreement and 
disagreement, a process of co-sensing through shared 
discovery is achieved. An essential part of innovation is 
thus that the meaning is negotiated through a process of 
relating in which people both collaborate and conflict at 
the same time (ibid.). 
Another important aspect of enabling innovation 
through group interaction and collaboration is that the 
richness of tacit knowledge that people possess - mental 
models, life examples, physical skills and unrecognised 
patterns of experience on which people draw upon when 
looking for new solutions, can only be communicated 
and shared through interaction (Leonard & Sensiper, 
1998). 
The interaction and collaboration between people in a 
group is thus important for enabling innovation 
competence development because it brings different 
knowledge and perspectives together, both through 
collaboration and conflict, it provides the sharing of rich 
tacit knowledge and negotiation of new meanings. 
Practices from both Japanese manufacturing companies 
and contemporary dancers confirm that participatory 
peer-to-peer learning and co-creation that happens 
through dynamics of interaction and collaboration in 
groups enable individuals and groups to expand their 
innovation competence in the process of innovating 
together. 
4.2 EMERGENT PROCESS 
The next key enabler of innovation competence 
development is emergent process in group. Peschl & 
Fundneider (2008) take forward the concept of 
emergent innovation which is quite different from the 
classical top-down approach in innovation management, 
represented by widely spread stage-gate innovation 
process model (Cooper, 1990). Rather than by regime of 
planning, control and forced change, emergent 
innovation shall be supported by an ecosystem of 
cultivation, facilitation, incubation and enabling (Peschl 
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& Fundneider, 2012). It happens through emergence 
and existential change from within (ibid.). 
The role of leadership is to provide the right conditions 
supporting individuals and groups to develop innovation 
competence, like the six enablers that we describe in 
this paper. Innovation competence is thus to a large 
extent developed through an emergent bottom-up 
process in which autonomous employees, encouraged 
by leadership, take the driving force and responsibility 
for developing their own innovation competence 
through mutual collaboration and support. 
To understand social emergence we need to 
simultaneously look at three levels of analysis: 
individuals, dynamics of their interactions and the 
socially emergent macro properties of the group 
(Sawyer, 2005). In our case the innovation competence 
is the emergent macro property of the group that 
emerges through interaction and collaboration among 
autonomous employees enabled and supported by 
leadership. 
In our study of Japanese manufacturing companies, a 
wide-spread engagement of employees across 
organization in combination with leadership support 
was crucial for expanding explorative capabilities in the 
companies. This also enabled them to spread the 
competence for radical innovation across organization, 
instead of isolating it in the research department which 
is still a common approach in Western theories and 
business practices (Lavie et al., 2010). 
The same was showed in our research about creative 
practice of contemporary dance groups where 
choreographers acted as facilitators of the process in 
which dancers took a crucial role in actively proposing 
and co-creating, driving the innovation process together 
as a group. In the practice of dance groups, the emergent 
quality of work was especially clear since the process 
was extremely open and flexible, adapting to the needs 
of the group shaping it, changing its form through 
spontaneous interaction in the group in each moment. 
As Friis and Larsen (2006), who work with 
improvisational theatre in organizational context, say, it 
is in this spontaneous improvised process that people 
recognize themselves, each other and their work in new 
ways. Improvising is not only about listening, but also 
about allowing yourself to react differently, to change 
(ibid.). 
4.3 TRAINING AND PRACTICE 
Another enabler for innovation competence 
development is combining training in safe environments 
outside of workplace and practice in everyday work. 
Our research in Kaikaku project shows that since most 
innovations developed in companies are of incremental 
nature - focusing on continuous improvements of 
existing products, services and processes, people need 
to be provided opportunities to train themselves in more 
explorative thinking and acting in order to be able to 
expand their innovation competence towards more 
radical innovation. 
In order to break with existing patterns of thought and 
behaviour it can help if a safe environment for 
experimentation and taking risks is created outside the 
daily work environment where people don ́t feel they 
are screened by others and pressured to perform. The 
learnings from training must then be tested in everyday 
work practice through probe-and-learn approach. 
Different authors emphasize the importance of a trial- 
and-error, experience-based learning approach to 
support innovation in today ́s environment of high- 
uncertainty (Cheng & Van de Ven, 1996; Colarelli 
O’Connor, 2008 and McGrath, 2001). But since many 
companies are focused on optimisation, efficiency and 
performance, employees might not feel encouraged to 
pursue this kind of behaviour. 
The idea of daily practice and rehearsal is on the other 
hand common in artistic context. Our study among 
contemporary dance groups shows that dancers believe 
that continuous daily practice is needed to develop 
improvisational skills that support exploration (Bozic & 
Olsson, 2012). For dancers it is essential that the work 
environment is safe and that there is a feeling of trust in 
the group so people dare to face the unknown and take 
risks together. Failure is a key ingredient in this 
experimental way of working. 
If employees are provided a continuous process where 
they can iterate between experiencing and learning 
about exploration in safe environments and then testing 
new ways of behaviour in daily work practice, their 
innovation competence will grow through training and 
practice in time. This is showed also in the practice of 
Japanese manufacturing companies (Yamamoto, 
forthcoming). 
4.4 PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT 
Many researchers have identified intrinsic motivation as 
the form of motivation that is most closely associated 
with creativity (Amabile, 1996; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; 
Ray & Myers, 1986). If people are feeling passion for 
their work, are deeply interested in it and positively 
challenged by it, their creativity will be stimulated 
(Amabile et al., 2005) . 
Our study of artistic practice of contemporary dance 
groups shows how a strong sense of purpose, 
motivation, involvement, responsibility and ownership 
shared among all members of the group is important to 
enable innovation, especially to cope with the high 
levels of ambiguity in the process of creating something 
new, taking risks together and often not knowing where 
the exploration will take you. 
Such highly creative and innovative work demands a 
full engagement of people in the process on all levels: 
body, mind, emotions, intuition and will. As Hannaford 
(2005) explains, learning and creativity are not 
processes of the brain alone, but of the whole body. 
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Although the idea that intellectual activity exists apart 
from our bodies is deeply rooted in our culture, body 
movement, sensations and emotions play integral part in 
all our intellectual processes and especially in creativity 
and learning (ibid.). 
As Peschl and Fundneider (2008) claim, in emergent 
innovation the change happens not only on cognitive or 
intellectual level, but touches more fundamental 
questions of finality, purpose, heart and will, and is thus 
existential. In emergent innovation “the goal is to be 
very close to the innovation object and at—the same 
time—completely open to “what wants to emerge” (out 
of the surrounding, out of the organization, its humans 
and its knowledge)”, ...”bringing the existential level of 
the person and the organization/society (i.e., its acting 
as well as its core) into a status of inner unity/alignment 
with itself and with its future potentials as well as with 
future requirements” (p. 105). 
Scharmer (2009) calls this state of high engagement of 
the mind, body and will which enables radical 
transformation to happen, presencing. In this state we 
are truly connected with our source of creativity and 
authentic self. For presencing to happen, we need to be 
able to let go of our old habitual ways of operating, 
open our mind and surrender to the unknown. When we 
let go everything that is not essential we shift the place 
from which we operate, moving toward something that 
is emerging from the future. In this moment we 
experience more of our authentic self (ibid.). 
To enable individuals and groups to expand their 
innovation competence from improving existing ways 
of working towards imagining and allowing new ways 
to emerge, this kind of personal and group involvement, 
engaging mind, body and heart in the process are thus of 
core importance. 
4.5 CONTINUOUS ITERATION BETWEEN 
EXPLORATION AND REFLECTION 
The fifth enabler for developing innovation competence 
in groups is about performing continuous cycles of 
iteration between exploration and reflection, increasing 
innovation competence in time as the group has 
repeatedly experienced both exploration and reflection 
and learned how to go from small changes towards 
more radical transformations. 
It is the balance between allowing ourselves to be lost in 
spontaneous act of exploration and experimentation, 
letting go off control and accessing our creative source, 
unconsciousness and intuition, and on the other hand 
being able to step back and reflect on what happened in 
exploration and why that enables us to develop and 
expand our innovation competence. 
As Benammar (2004) says, we must reflect on what the 
experience means to us in order to learn something from 
it. Unreflective action is never innovative because if we 
do not think things through we will not be aware of 
anything new. Through reflection we reconsider our 
experience and re-evaluate our actions. Reflection 
allows us to change our patterns of action. The process 
of reflecting leads us to different levels of 
understanding: mental, emotional, and willpower levels, 
or to put it in other words: mind, heart, and guts (ibid.). 
The practice of contemporary dance groups shows us 
that action and reflection do not have to be necessary 
separated in time. With the practice of repeating 
constantly the iterative cycles between action and 
reflection, we can develop the ability to reflect while 
acting. As having an inner observer in us - similar to 
practice of buddhist meditation. 
As Schön (1983) explains, reflective practitioners are 
able to be in a reflective conversation with themselves, 
keeping a double vision while trying to shape situation 
according to their frame yet staying open to situation ́s 
back-talk, being ready to break their existing views. 
When someone reflects-in-action, as Schön nicely puts 
it, she becomes a researcher in the practice context 
(ibid.). 
4.6 DIVERSITY 
The last enabler for developing innovation competence 
in groups in our model is diversity. Diversity both in 
terms of bringing together people with different kind of 
knowledge and experiences in the group, but also 
diversity in the sense of using a variety of tools and 
spaces in the process. 
Contemporary choreographers usually intentionally 
invite into creative process people who can bring 
different kinds of insight to keep the freshness and 
newness in the process through the meeting of different 
perspectives. Interdisciplinarity in the groups is a 
common practice. 
According to Leonard and Sensiper (1998) diverse 
groups are more innovative as homogeneous ones. Or as 
Buur and Larsen (2010) state, the meeting of 
participants with different stakes in participatory 
innovation is important because crossing intentions can 
create new insight and possibilities, and movement of 
thought and action. 
Stressing the importance of bringing a diversity of 
people in innovation processes, not only by engaging 
people from different parts of organization internally 
but also through external links and networks is quite a 
common approach in the innovation field (Buur & 
Matthew, 2008; Colarelli O‘Connor, 2008; Lawson & 
Samson, 2001). 
Our study of contemporary dance groups shows also 
how dancers intentionally use a diversity of different 
physical spaces in the process of creating a new 
performance to stimulate new insight (Schaeffer et al., 
2012). Going from a big open space studio with a lot of 
light to a smaller black box studio can create a shift in 
the material being created. Taking that forward to a 
park, café or living room brings again another quality 
into the process. This approach is not so common in 
business, although more and more companies which 
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find innovation important seek to create a diverse and 
flexible work environments which enable different uses 
of space depending on the need in the process (Groves 
& Knight, 2010). 
By using different media, such as visual, music, bodily 
and verbal expression, dancers also work with a 
richness of tools that stimulate creativity and bring 
continuously new perspectives into creative process. 
This could also work as an enabler of innovation 
competence development in the business context as it 
would stimulate different senses and ways of perception 
in people while innovating. 
5. TESTING MODEL IN PRACTICE 
We believe that the model presented in previous section 
provides a useful framework for developing a practical 
method for enabling innovation competence 
development in groups. At Mälardalen university we are 
currently testing this model through a special half-year 
course called Culture and space for innovation. 30 
practitioners representing different companies, public 
sector and research institutions are participating in the 
course. Most of participating organizations have smaller 
groups of 3-4 people representing their organization in 
the course. 
The process is designed as a series of interactive full 
day workshops. Approximately one workshop per 
month is facilitated for the group in different safe 
environments outside of their daily work. In each 
workshop participants explore a specific topic related to 
innovation competence and develop ideas they can test 
in their daily work practice. After each workshop they 
are encouraged to test ideas developed in the course in 
their work. They are also given creative individual 
challenges to practice innovative thinking and behaviour 
in their everyday life. Participants are provided and 
encouraged to read research-based literature before 
every workshop to stimulate their learning. Each 
participant writes a reflection story about her learning 
experience in the course after each workshop and shares 
it in the next workshop. Iterating between exploration 
and reflection is not only a part of homework after each 
workshop but also the basic principle by which each 
workshop is designed. 
Workshops are designed in way that stimulates active 
participation, interaction and collaboration among 
participants in the group. Different creative tools are 
designed for each workshop in collaboration with a 
variety of artists from contemporary performing arts 
who co-facilitate the course workshops. Diversity is 
thus provided not only by a diverse group of 
participants and a diversity of physical spaces in which 
the workshops take place (theater studio, creative 
consulting office, manufacturing space, art museum 
etc.) but also by a variety of tools and media proposed 
by artists in the workshops. Artistic methods engage 
participants on different levels - body, mind and 
intuition which creates a more personal and intimate 
learning environment and strengthens the motivation 
and personal involvement of participants in the process. 
The whole process is emerging from the interaction of 
participants in the group. Every workshop is proposed 
based on what happened in the process previously and 
participants drive their own innovation competence 
development by developing themselves new ideas and 
deciding how they test these ideas in practice. Even 
though different tools and activities are proposed in the 
workshops, participants are free to decide whether they 
want to accept the propositions. It is also up to 
participants to decide what they make out of them. The 
researchers and artists facilitating the course, together 
with leaders from participating organizations who 
encouraged their employees to participate in the process 
try to create the right conditions for participants to 
develop their innovation competence. 
6. DISCUSSION AND PRACTICAL 
IMPLICATIONS 
The results of the course described above will show if 
and how the model proposed in this paper can work in 
practice. Since innovation competence development is a 
long-term process, we think it would be interesting to 
continue our collaboration with some of participating 
organizations in the course for a few more years. 
Extending collaboration in time and engaging more 
people from a single organization would show to what 
extent our model and practical method have the 
potential to affect not only individual and group 
innovation competence but also the innovation 
capability of entire organization. 
Another important aspect that we need to further 
develop in our research in order to show effects of our 
model and practical method is a tool for measuring 
innovation competence of individuals and groups 
according to our understanding of innovation 
competence. The reflections stories, questionnaires and 
interviews with participants in the course will create a 
rich variety of data, but we need to develop a more 
systematic approach to measuring innovation 
competence in the future. 
 
Figure 2: Images from the course Culture and space for innovation 
7. REFERENCES 
Amabile, T.M., Barsade, S.G., Mueller, J.S. & Staw, 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK III: Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations 303Participatory Innovati n C nference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
B.M. (2005). Affect and Creativity at Work, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 50 (3), 367-403. 
Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in Context: Update to 
the Social Psychology of Creativity. Boulder, CO: 
West- view Press. 
Amabile, T. M., R. Conti, H. Coon, J. Lazenby, and M. 
Herron (1996). Assessing the work environment for 
creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1154- 
1184. 
Backström, T. Incremental and radical innovation from 
a complex system theory perspective. Paper presented at 
the ISMOT ́12 Conference, Hangzhou, November 2012. 
Benammar, K. (2004). Conscious action through 
conscious thinking - Reflection tools in experiential 
learning. Public lecture, Amsterdam University of 
Professional Education, September 17. 
Bozic, N. & Olsson, B. K. (2012). Culture for Radical 
Innovation - What can business learn from creative 
processes of contemporary dancers? Paper presented at 
the 6th Art of Management and Organization 
Conference, York, September 2012. 
Buur, J. & Larsen. H. (2010). The quality of 
conversations in participatory innovation. CoDesign: 
International Journal of CoCreation in Design and the 
Arts, 6 (3), 121-138. 
Buur, J. & Matthews, B. (2008). Participatory 
innovation. Proceedings of the Tenth Anniversary 
Conference on Participatory Design, 186-189. 
Cheng, Y.T. & Van de Ven, A.H. (1996). Learning the 
Innovation Journey: Order out of Chaos? Organization 
Science, 7 (6), 593–614. 
Colarelli O’Connor, G. (2008). Major innovation as a 
Dynamic Capability: A systems approach. Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, 25, 313-330. 
Cooper, R. G. (1990). Stage-gate systems: a new tool 
for managing new products. Business Horizons, 33 (3), 
44-54. 
Crossan, M. M., & Apaydin, M. (2010). A Multi- 
Dimensional Framework of Organizational Innovation: 
A Systematic Review of the Literature. Journal of 
Management Studies, 47 (6), 1154-1191. 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Creativity. New York: 
Harper Perennial. 
Ekvall, G. (1996). Organizational climate for creativity 
and innovation. European Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 5 (1), 105-123. 
Friis, P. & Larsen, H. (2006). Theater, improvisation 
and social change. In Shaw, P. & Stacey, R. (Eds.), 
Experiencing risk, spontaneity and improvisation in 
organizational change, 19-43. London and New York, 
Routledge. 
Groves, K. & Knight, W. (20010). I wish I worked 
there! West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
Hannaford, C. (2005). Smart moves: Why learning is 
not all in your head. Salt Lake City: Great River Books. 
Lavie, D., Stettner, U., & Tushman, M. L. (2010). 
Exploration and exploitation within and across 
organizations. The Academy of Management Annals, 4 
(1), 109-155. 
Lawson, B. & Samson, D. (2001). Developing 
innovation capability in organisations: a dynamic 
capabilities approach. International Journal of 
Innovation Management, 5, 377-400. 
Leonard, D. & Sensiper, S. (1998). The role of tacit 
knowledge in group innovation. California Management 
Review, 40 (3), 112-132. 
Lewis, M. W. (2000). Exploring paradox: Toward a 
more comprehensive guide. Academy of Management 
Review, 25 (4), 760-776. 
Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, self and society from the 
standpoint of a social behaviorist. Chicago, University 
of Chicago Press. 
McGrath, R. G. (2001). Exploratory learning, 
innovative capacity, and managerial oversight. 
Academy of Management Journal, 44 (1), 118-131. 
Peschl, M. F., & Fundneider, T. (2012). Spaces enabling 
game-changing and sustaining innovations: Why space 
matters for knowledge creation and innovation. Journal 
of Organisational Transformation and Social Change 
(OTSC), 9 (1), 41–61. 
Peschl, M.F. & Fundneider, T. (2008). Emergent 
Innovation and Sustainable Knowledge Co-creation. A 
Socio-Epistemological Approach to “Innovation from 
within”. In M.D. Lytras, J.M. Carroll, E. Damiani et al. 
(Eds.), The Open Knowledge Society: A Computer 
Science and Information Systems Manifesto, 101–108. 
Springer, New York, Berlin, Heidelberg. 
Ray, M. & Myers, R. (1986). Creativity in Business. 
New York: Broadway Books. 
Saunila, M. & Ukko, J. (2012). A conceptual framework 
for the measurement of innovation capability and its 
effects. Baltic Journal of Management, 7 (4), 355-375. 
Sawyer, R. K. (2005). Social emergence: Societies as 
complex systems. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 
Schaeffer, J. A., Bozic, N. & Backström, T. (2012). The 
physical space as an artifact of innovative culture - 
Findings in art and manufacturing industry. Paper 
presented at the 28th EGOS Colloqium, Helsinki, July 
2012. 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK III: Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations304   Participatory Inn vation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
Scharmer, C. O. (2009). Theory U: Leading From the 
Future as it Emerges. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler 
Publishers. 
Schön, D. (1983). Reflective Practitioner. How 
Professionals Think in Action. Basic Books. 
Stacey, R.D., Griffin, D., and Shaw, P. (2000). 
Complexity and management: fad or radical challenge 
to systems thinking? London, Routledge. 
Yamamoto, Y. (Forthcoming). Manufacturing process 
innovation initiatives at Japanese companies: A review 
of case study articles. 
 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
METAPHORS ENABLING 
INTERACTIVE USE OF MANAGEMENT 
CONTROL 
SANNA HILDEN 
COST MANAGEMENT CENTER, TAMPERE 
UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY 
SANNA.HILDEN@TUT.FI 
 
TEEMU LAINE 
COST MANAGEMENT CENTER, TAMPERE 
UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY 
TEEMU.J.LAINE@TUT.FI 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
The paper investigates the potential of metaphors 
as tools for understanding and enhancing 
interactive use of management control. More 
particularly, we aim to examine how dialogue, as a 
prerequisite of interactive use may be supported 
with the help of metaphors. The paper builds on 
extant literature on management control, with the 
focus on the notion of interactive use within. We 
take advantage of semi-structured interviews 
among product development managers. The use of 
the metaphor of a car trademark enabled the 
respondents to reflect the status and actual use of 
management control in the product development 
context. As an exercise of critical self-reflection 
the metaphors offer a promising tool for creating 
ground for genuine dialogue. Altogether, the paper 
represents an attempt towards supporting the 
participatory innovation processes within product 
development organizations, by investigating the 
prerequisites of dialogue. 
INTRODUCTION 
The paper investigates the potential of metaphors as 
tools for understanding and enhancing interactive use of 
management control. 
In the management control literature, it is already 
widely known that besides setting targets and 
boundaries and monitoring the actuals in light of them, 
there is a variety of interactive ways of using 
management controls (Simons 1994). For example, 
empowering the personnel in the budgeting process is 
one example of interactive use of management controls. 
The rationale for interactively using management 
control is taking advantage of the information and 
capabilities in the company and jointly identifying and 
realizing the success potential within. 
More particularly, interactive use of management 
controls means that management actively empowers and 
inspires their subordinates, creating a flow of new ideas 
and dialogue (Bisbe et al. 2007, Bisbe & Otley 2004, 
Simons 2010). The existing empirical studies have 
focused on identifying single controls and how they can 
be considered to be used interactively or diagnostically 
(e.g. Dunk 2011, Widener 2007). However, the actual 
process of interaction on the human (individual and 
collective) levels is not scrutinized. 
In the literature on dialogue, much more is known about 
the prerequisites and process of interactions, which 
could constitute the basis for the notion of the 
interactive use of management controls. Isaacs (1993, 
p.25) defines dialogue as a sustained collective inquiry 
into the processes, assumptions, and certainties that 
compose everyday experience. As prerequisites for 
dialogue, one needs to be able to suspend assumptions, 
observe and listen to oneself and others and be aware of 
ones thinking. Metaphors are among the means to 
enable the inquiry to existing mental models that form 
the basis for our assumptions. Becoming aware of our 
hidden certainties helps us listening to other 
perspectives, without the need to judge and defend 
(Morgan 1988, Tsoukas 1991). 
In this paper, we combine the rationale for interactive 
use of management controls with the existing 
knowledge about interactions and their prerequisites, so 
far omitted in the management control literature. More 
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focused on identifying single controls and how they can 
be considered to be used interactively or diagnostically 
(e.g. Dunk 2011, Widener 2007). However, the actual 
process of interaction on the human (individual and 
collective) levels is not scrutinized. 
In the literature on dialogue, much more is known about 
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could constitute the basis for the notion of the 
interactive use of management controls. Isaacs (1993, 
p.25) defines dialogue as a sustained collective inquiry 
into the processes, assumptions, and certainties that 
compose everyday experience. As prerequisites for 
dialogue, one needs to be able to suspend assumptions, 
observe and listen to oneself and others and be aware of 
ones thinking. Metaphors are among the means to 
enable the inquiry to existing mental models that form 
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hidden certainties helps us listening to other 
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particularly, we aim to examine how dialogue, as a 
prerequisite of interactive use may be supported with 
the help of metaphors. 
Instead of examining the use of management controls in 
general, we have chosen management control for 
product development as the context of the paper. On one 
hand, using management control in product 
development represents a challenge due to the time- 
space distance of the activities and their outcomes 
(Jorgensen & Messner 2009) and some other contextual 
characteristics. On the other hand, the paper represents 
an attempt towards supporting the participatory 
innovation processes within product development 
organizations, with the help of using management 
controls in a supportive way. 
Empirically, we use semi-structured interviews, where a 
metaphor of a car trademark was used for investigating 
the perceptions and attitudes related to management 
control in the product development context. There were 
altogether 25 respondents from 10 companies holding 
manager positions related to product development 
activities. In the context of technology intensive 
companies in machinery manufacturing and ICT 
sectors, the respondents are typically aware of the car 
trademarks both technically and regarding the meanings 
attached to them, and therefore using this metaphor is a 
sound starting point for discussing the current and 
potential use of management control in their 
organizations. 
We analysed the interviews, namely the potential of 
metaphors, of four theoretically grounded (Isaacs 1993) 
perspectives that represent the requirements for 
dialogue. First, we looked at the metaphor’s ability to 
engage the respondent to investigate his or her 
conscious and sub-conscious understanding of controls. 
The second and third point capture the metaphor’s 
potential to make visible the hidden assumptions, and 
promote critical self-reflection. As a fourth criterion for 
dialogue, we used the metaphor’s role in enhancing 
interest and openness towards other’s thoughts. 
We were able to conclude that the use of the metaphor 
encouraged the respondents to more reflectively analyse 
the relatively abstract concept of management control. 
Second, the question served the purpose of enabling the 
explicit questions about the prerequisites of interactive 
use of management control, thus highlighting the needs 
for developing management control for product 
development in the companies. In addition, the 
researchers noted that the overall spirit of responses 
changed after the metaphor question, thus indicating a 
possible methodological value in using metaphors in 
research interviews. The encouraging experience raised 
our interest to study further the potential of metaphor 
methods as a practical, but theoretically based tool for 
developing management control and consequently the 
effectiveness of the organizations. 
Our line of the argument is built in the following way. 
In the literature review, we describe the rationale for the 
interactive use of management control(s) and elaborate 
the notions of interaction, dialogue and metaphor in this 
context based on supplementary streams of literature. 
The review constitutes the research gap of this paper, 
which is addressed in the empirical part by using the 
metaphor of car trademarks for management control in 
the product development management context, in light 
of the dialogue prerequisites. In the discussion section, 
we elaborate the empirical findings for further 
elaborating the interactive use of management control. 
We conclude with implications for research and 
managers. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
INTERACTIVE MANAGEMENT CONTROLS 
The aim of the management control systems (MCS) is 
to encourage the desired behaviour within the 
organisation (Chenhall 2003). To be successful in its 
purpose, the MCS should find a balance between 
competing forces, such as freedom and constraint; 
empowerment and accountability; and experimentation 
and efficiency (Simons 1995, Tessier & Otley 2012). As 
a result, the MCS consists of a variety of controls to 
constitute a suitable “package” (Malmi & Brown 2008) 
for the different purposes of using management controls 
within a company. 
As noted, besides setting targets and boundaries and 
monitoring the actuals in light of them, there is a variety 
of ways of using management controls. Simons (1994) 
divides such levers of control into Diagnostic Control 
Systems, Boundary Systems, Beliefs Systems and 
Interactive Control Systems. As discussed by Tessier 
and Otley (2012), the way of using the controls is an 
important determinant of the perceived quality of the 
control. Not only has the design of the controls but their 
use has a clear influence on the strategic renewal 
(Simons 1995). 
In this paper, we focus on the interactive use of controls, 
which is stated to focus attention and force dialogue in 
the case of the strategic uncertainties (Simons 1995). In 
other words, interactive use means that management 
actively empowers and inspires their subordinates, 
creating a flow of new ideas and dialogue (Bisbe et al. 
2007, Bisbe & Otley 2004, Simons 2010). In this 
interactive use (Simons 1995), managers at multiple 
levels play significant roles in shaping the data to be 
useful, in turning the useful data into a dialogue and to 
actually turning the dialogue into action with the help of 
the management controls. As noted, however, only a 
little is known about the aforementioned process, but 
the existing empirical studies have focused on the use of 
single controls either interactively or diagnostically (e.g. 
Dunk 2011, Widener 2007). 
In product development, in particular, there are 
contextual challenges in using management controls 
(Jorgensen & Messner 2009). However, the interactive 
use of management controls is strongly favored in the 
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product development context (Bispe & Otley 2004); 
firstly in order to bring the viewpoints of multiple 
stakeholders of product development into timely control 
devices (Jorgensen & Messner 2009) and secondly in 
order to link the forecasts regarding the new products 
into action (Simons 1995). It is noteworthy that not only 
the interactive use of management controls as such, but 
the style of using the management controls interactively 
is found to affect significantly product innovation and 
product development performance (Bispe & Otley 
2004). Therefore, this paper focuses on the prerequisites 
underlying the effective interactive use, i.e., focusing 
attention and fostering dialogue. In particular, we look 
at the prerequisites of dialogue in the organizations, 
underlying the effective, interactive use of management 
controls in product development. 
DIALOGUE AS A REQUIREMENT FOR INTERACTION 
The essence of the interactive use of management 
control is interpreted as dialogue (Bisbe & Otley 2004, 
Simons 1994, 1995). Yet, in the managerially oriented 
studies it remains unexplored what is meant with such a 
form of interaction, and how dialogue could be 
nurtured. It is noticeable how management scholars and 
practitioners express an increasing wish for dialogue. It 
seems to symbolize “good communication”, “speaking 
candidly” – almost any exchange of language and 
meaning. Though the concept is being defined based on 
several theoretical standpoints (psychology, education, 
and philosophy), a reasonable consensus prevails that 
dialogue can be defined as a sustained inquiry into the 
processes, assumptions, and certainties of everyday 
experience. Dialogue consists of a process that in effect 
pierces collective illusion and allows fundamentally 
new insights to emerge. Dialogue is a process that offers 
a way of reflecting upon and altering these self-made 
limits. (Isaacs, 2001, p. 713) 
As Isaacs underlines, the power of the concept resides in 
understanding it in use. Why is it that we realize the 
need for free flow of meaning (as a desired result of 
dialogue), yet we often approach one another with non- 
negotiable positions, assumptions that are being hold as 
somehow “necessary”. We are completely unaware of 
the mutual impacts we have on each other, and fail to 
inquire into the other’s reasoning, history and 
background context of meanings. (Isaacs, 2001) 
What Isaacs suggests, is that dialogue requires one 
taking a stance of an observer and a participant at the 
same time. This way one applies mindful self-reflection 
that slows thinking and opens the possibility for insight 
– awareness of what one is doing as one is doing it. In 
this sense, dialogue requires reflection, where we 
intentionally investigate our experience, thoughts and 
actions. It has been said that dialogue requires courage 
to experience and interest in listening the other(s). 
Rather than being shared talking, a dialogue can be 
described as shared listening. Isaacs (2001) argues that 
organizations have a genuine need to make room for 
inquiry of this sort. 
Language plays clearly a central role in how we 
understand “the space between us” in dialogue. All of 
the literal expressions are personal, deriving from the 
culture surrounding us. By giving language to 
experience is our way of describing the reality, i.e. 
making sense of what is going on. But language has 
another significant role in constituting the reality 
(Giddens 1976): the way we talk about our experience 
directs anticipation, expectations and, in the end, our 
activities. 
Within language, metaphors hold a special position. 
Their use has been debated among scholars, because of 
their imprecise nature and low conceptual content 
compared to detailed literal expressions. However, in 
line with Tsoukas (1991) we propose that their 
purposeful use as complementary to literal language is 
underutilized. 
Metaphors offer an efficient way of relaying primarily 
experiential information in a vivid manner, and they can 
be used as a reduction method in situations where the 
experience is difficult to pronounce in literal language. 
It has also been noted that metaphors can provide 
significant insights about mechanisms that produce 
observable phenomena (Tsoukas 1991). In addition, a 
metaphor can be seen as a way to externalize the very 
personal experience, thus making it easier to 
collectively investigate it and tackle the pain caused by 
the evolution of dialogue (ref. Isaacs 2001, p. 741). 
As a definition for metaphor we use The Oxford English 
Dictionary’s formulation “the figure of speech in which 
a name or descriptive term is transferred to some object 
different from, but analogous to, that to which it is 
properly applicable” (Simpson & Weiner, 1989, p. 676 
in Tsoukas 1991).  
The notion of metaphor has been used in management 
theories, by e.g. Mintzberg et al. (1998) in describing 
the archetypes of strategies, or by Morgan in his work 
on organizations and accounting (1986, 1988). These 
studies represent the use of metaphors in understanding 
the management practice, how for example the 
accountant sees the world as figures, and not as a world 
in a wider sense. Morgan (1988) underlies the need for 
accountants, and “metaphorically” for all professionals, 
to develop a reflective and critical understanding of the 
relationship between the accountant and what is 
“accounted for”. When professionals recognize these 
tensions created by their inherent assumptions about 
reality, they can “interact and dialogue with situations in 
a much more open-ended interpretive mode…” 
(Morgan, 1988, p. 484). 
In sum, the power of metaphors in facilitating dialogue 
has been recognized (Isaacs 1993), but not explored in 
the context of interactive use of controls and MCSs. 
Considering the desired dialogical interaction in using 
management controls, the users should be aware of their 
predominant perspective, and recognize how that 
influences their interpretation of the controls and related 
information. Also information underlying the controls 
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(e.g. financial metrics) is simply an element of dialogue 
– open for debate and various meanings. Building on 
this, we propose that metaphors can be used in a 
practical manner, in investigating, evaluating and 
developing the information and experience related to the 
MCS and single controls, as perceived by different 
stakeholders in organization. It has been said that 
creativity, one of the potentials of interactive MCS use, 
is about attitude and action. What has not been explored 
in accounting literature, is that how can we activate 
people also at the level of attitude to engage in 
reflective, dialogical inquiries about restricting 
assumptions? Meanwhile the modern methods of 
competence development, such as coaching, facilitation 
and process consultancy, use metaphors in various 
ways. Though literature presents various techniques for 
creative thinking and problem-solving, it partly 
overlooks the restrictions caused by deeply-rooted 
routine thinking. An experience, expressed through a 
metaphor, forces one to capture the essence; the 
knowledge, feeling and attitude related to the subject. 
EMPIRICAL DATA AND FINDINGS 
INTERVIEW DATA 
In the conducted semi-structured interviews, the 
metaphor of a car trademark was used by proposing the 
following question “What car model would represent 
the management controls for product development?” 
The question was a part of a wider interview agenda. 
The overall themes during these interviews were the 
roles and content of R&D management control, varying 
types of controlling R&D from research to 
development, development of R&D management 
accounting in time, and learning from R&D accounting 
information. As noted, the metaphor of the car 
trademark was found suitable for industries with 
technology intensive product offerings. 
The 25 respondents represent 10 different companies (7 
in machinery manufacturing, 2 in ICT and 1 in 
consumer products). The respondents hold managerial 
roles such as that of R&D director, project manager, 
product manager and business controller. The presence 
of the various managerial roles was helpful to draw a 
wider image of the management controls in the product 
development context. For the purpose of this paper, the 
metaphor could help in better recognizing the 
requirements for the dialogue among the critical 
managerial roles of product development. 
Altogether, the interview data consist of over 40 hours 
of discussions recorded and transcribed. The metaphor 
was brought up after the overview of the management 
control, prior to a more detailed examination of 
accounting and control for product development. As a 
result, although the data regarding the actual metaphor 
represents a minor part of the interview data, due to the 
use of the metaphor, the interviewers could witness 
some changes in the tone of the discussions, which is 
here acknowledged as a source of potentially interesting 
findings as well. 
DATA ANALYSIS 
The interview data was analyzed so that first all the 
answers related to the question about the car trademark 
metaphor were extracted to a separate text file. The 
objective was to focus on identifying how the metaphor 
triggers the prerequisites for dialogue. 
As a general observation, it can be noted that of 25 
respondents, 6 could not name a car brand or start using 
their imagination by utilizing the idea of a car. Four of 
these respondents were together with a colleague, and 
when the other could not name a car, the other did not 
find a metaphor either. In all interviews where there 
were more than one respondent, all of them either found 
the metaphors or did not. 
When needed, the interviewer offered some help and 
encouragement, so that the respondent felt comfortable 
to answer the unfamiliar question. Several (6) 
respondents gave an immediate feedback that the 
question is interesting and these respondents grasped the 
point effectively. It was also noted that when the 
discussion started with the car metaphor, the rest of the 
discussion included a variety of driving-related other 
metaphors, such as “watching out from the windshield”, 
“shouting from the backseat”, “putting foot down”, 
“slack in the steering”. 
Based on the requirement identified in literature for 
dialogue (Isaacs 1993, 2001) we selected four key 
viewpoints for analysing the interview data: 
1. How does the metaphor lure and 
encourage engaging in open-minded 
inquiry of thoughts and emotions? 
2. How does the car metaphor make visible 
hidden assumptions? 
3. How does the car metaphor feed critical 
self- reflection? 
4. How does the car metaphor enhance 
listening to others’ experience? 
The first point captures the idea whether the respondent 
“shows the courage” to step into the area of imagination 
and exploring his or her experience. The second and the 
third point reach to describe how the selected metaphors 
possibly make visible some prejudices, assumptions, 
and how the respondent reflects his own answer while 
giving it. It was noted that quite often the respondent 
was able to give immediate answer related to car brand, 
and then continued to reflect critically upon its qualities 
and how it actually portrays the control. The fourth 
point represents an important criterion for a true 
dialogue; one’s willingness and ability to listen 
carefully and open-mindedly to others. 
All the answers were grouped under these four 
viewpoints. The following chapter presents some 
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exemplary findings regarding each selected requirement 
for dialogue. 
FINDINGS ON USING THE CAR BRAND METAPHOR IN 
OPENING THE DIALOGUE 
In this chapter we present the central findings from the 
interviews, depicting how the metaphor supported the 
four criteria of dialogue. After each quote, there is a 
number (1-4) that refers to the four selected analytical 
viewpoints that can be identified from the text. 
There are examples of answers where the respondent 
could not find any car brand to describe the 
characteristics of their control. 
“This question is really not my area…” (not even req. 
1) 
“Well… I really can’t say immediately, umm…” (not 
even req. 1) 
It must be admitted that if the interviewee would have 
used more time and encouragement, perhaps some of the 
six respondents would have found the motivation to 
engage in this type of inquiry. However, it needs to be 
noted that some people perhaps feel uncomfortable in 
this kind of a surprising situation. 
“The official answer would be Mercedes, of course, 
because of the common owner…. But I would say it is a 
more cost-conscious and flexible solution like Kia. We 
definitely do not have the Mercedes resources in 
control… It just seems that those who are the high 
profile technology experts are the tough guys, in our 
company. So perhaps we try to be Mercedes, even 
though Kia would be enough…” (req. 1, 2 and 3) 
With this respondent, the car brand raised the question 
of what is actually needed, and what is something we 
are used to expect. It feels nice to go for Mercedes, 
without explicit consideration whether that quality level 
is actually needed. In this response, the interviewee 
clearly reflected the collective spirit against his own gut-
feeling. 
“I’m a big friend of German cars, and I see our control 
in a similar manner, as traditional. It could be a 
Volkswagen, a colourless car that works fine and is not 
the cheapest. It’s a sort of a clear and engineer-like 
solution” [The interviewer asks whether the VW (i.e. 
control) can be sometimes seen as in Top Gear, tuned to 
a Dakar rally version of black, rough Touran SUV.] 
“Well, I can’t really say… In a way yes, the process 
hierarchy … (continues) But I don’t think that any lion 
will emerge from it“ (req. 1, 2 and 3) 
Here we can see that providing another approach to the 
metaphor could help to consider if one could extend the 
interpretation to new directions. The interviewer also 
extended the metaphor a bit further to see how the 
respondent might question his initial thoughts. 
“Let’s say that a Toyota would be good, being clear and 
concentrating on essentials, doing the basics well. And 
then maintaining a certain level of quality and price. A 
sound basic package. Toyota has a very strong sense of 
direction, regarding their technological choices. Even 
though they don’t know exactly what kind of cars will 
come out, they know the big picture. Perhaps for us it’s 
more like scrabbling around for what should be done.” 
(req. 1, 2 and 3) 
“The driver is very interested how fast the car is going 
and how much is the fuel intake. But he could actually 
be more interested in looking at the navigator, and think 
where he is trying to drive the car to.” (req. 1, 2 and 3) 
For this respondent the first image of a car brand evoked 
a further analysis on the longer term technological 
strategizing, and how the vision could be clearer. He 
also extended the metaphor to reflecting how the control 
information is being used, and whether its use is being 
limited by the lack of a broader perspective. 
“I say that it’s not a Mercedes, not a BMW, and 
definitely not a Volvo – it is Alfa Romeo. So that the 
functionality works fine, even with some innovations, but 
sometimes not quite getting to the final target regarding 
overall quality. But in the sense of performance and 
design it’s top brand. I’m trying to say that this is 
something I believe the customer want too. Regarding 
the control, I would say that there is some slack in the 
steering… it’s not very precise. But when you know it, 
you can live with it.” (req. 1, 2 and 3) 
This is an example where the respondent clearly 
assumes that the selected, vivid metaphor also 
represents the customers view. This is something that 
could be verified. 
“I would say that the quality of control is like BMW or 
Mercedes. I mean that all the components of control are 
top quality. And especially the drivers, motives and 
development processes. That’s why I wonder why on 
earth we produce Toyotas with BMW internal 
processes!” (req. 1, 2 and 3) 
“Of course I would like to say our products are 
Ferraris, but I’m not sure if our customers would agree. 
I mean customers in our business are not as loyal to a 
certain brand, as in cars. The customers have a low 
threshold to change the product if the price is tempting. 
So perhaps the goal is to be well-known, safe, with a 
little twist…” (req. 1 and 2) 
This example holds an assumption that customers value 
price, and loyalty is difficult to gain. One could 
investigate why the product even should be categorized 
as Ferrari, which could be seen as a primarily high 
quality and expensive brand. There is perhaps an 
assumption that the higher quality, the better. 
“What did Ms X say about this? Did you ask the same 
question?” (4) 
In general the interview setting did not really allow 
investigating how the metaphor affects listening 
motivation. However, this one example shows that some 
people find it very interesting to know how the others 
would describe the control. Perhaps people can 
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intuitively identify the richness of a metaphor in 
describing ones thoughts and feelings. The question 
about the car trademark metaphor was the only question 
in the interview structure that raised the interest of the 
respondent in knowing how others responded. 
The first requirement for dialogue is that people need to 
actually take the chance and become aware of their own 
hidden thoughts and feelings. In our analysis, this was 
captured by the willingness to start working with the 
metaphor. While six out of 25 respondents who did not 
pick any car brand represent a quite large part of the 
whole date, there are many possible reasons for it. It is 
possible that the research setting played a significant 
role in not receiving answers. The interview contained 
many questions, and at the time of interviews the role of 
this particular question was considered rather small. If 
and when a similar interview is being arranged with a 
full focus on metaphor usage, the interviewee could 
prepare to encourage and activate the respondents more 
than in this preliminary experiment. 
Regarding the second of the four selected viewpoints of 
analysis, we learned that through metaphors, it is 
relatively easy to disclose assumptions and even 
emotions related to question at hand. It simplifies a 
rather broad question, helps to select the most ruling 
criteria among many. It also seems to allow rather open- 
minded discussions, as the object of analysis (control) is 
externalized with the help of a metaphor. The third point 
which high-lights the critical self-reflection was also 
visible as people first identify a suitable car brand, and 
then continue to work on the image further, reflecting 
whether and how it actually is a good representation of 
the object. Regarding the fourth point of listening to 
others, we found that inclination to listening is not 
automatically enabled by metaphor. Thus, our initial 
exploration suggests that it would be quite essential to 
discuss the selected metaphors in groups. That might 
allow the collective change of ideas, meanings and 
interpretations. 
DISCUSSION 
Isaacs’ (1993) requirements for true dialogue include 
the willingness and ability (courage) to engage in 
investigating the partly sub-conscious certainties that 
guide our thinking and behaviour. It also implies 
courage to maintain an open mind in the midst of 
interaction, observing one’s own reactions and 
concentrating on hearing what the other is actually 
saying. Only when a person becomes aware and makes 
visible (to himself) how he thinks, the possibility opens 
for critical evaluation – is this actually true or 
necessary? Our study has showed how the “talk” gets 
richer and more personal with the help of metaphor. A 
regular interview complemented with metaphors can 
reveal expectations, assumptions and emotions that do 
not surface with purely cognitive questions. Metaphors 
by definition work also with the sub-conscious and 
emotions, thus they have the potential to raise 
personally meaningful interpretations into shared 
discussion. More specifically, our research points out 
how “hard” business subjects such as management 
control systems can be discussed and analysed with 
metaphors. Especially in these rational-analytical, and 
perhaps rigid fields of management theory and practice, 
metaphors could have a great potential in recognizing 
the essential development needs and challenges in 
(human) issues of use and practice. 
Earlier research has pointed out the need to increase the 
conceptual and pragmatic understanding of interactive 
use of management control (Tessier & Otley 2012, 
Tillmann & Goddard 2008). The conceptual content of 
the term interactive is superficial and scattered, which 
might have affected to the limited number of empirical 
investigations concentrating on the particular question 
on nature of interactive use. Our current research  
takes this challenge by examining the practical means 
and manifestation of dialogue, which is by definition a 
core part of interactive use of management control 
(Simons 1994, 1995). 
Our research motivation stems from the idea that the 
mainstream management models tend to undermine the 
individual’s empathetic insight and sub-conscious 
thinking, thereby constraining the scope of human 
creativity (see e.g. Norreklit 2011). Gioia et al. (1994) 
have found that in their case study symbols and 
metaphors facilitated both cognitive understanding and 
intended action in a change process where “re- 
institutionalizing” was needed. Our study adds to these 
findings by investigating the role and meanings related 
to management control. This paves the road for further 
investigations on what is the potential of using 
metaphors in various organizational development 
challenges. 
Our research makes a focused attempt to explore how 
the interaction and organizational dialogue could be 
improved by exposing management control tools and 
information to a metaphoric inquiry and reflection. By 
doing that, our findings contribute to the growing 
stream of research that recognizes the bias towards 
cognitive interpretations guiding managerial choices 
and action, also regarding the development of 
management control. Metaphors represent one practical 
approach to investigating and questioning the hidden 
assumptions and shared organizational rules. 
As a managerial contribution we present how a simple 
tool such as metaphor can enable personally meaningful 
interpretations about a seemingly objective issue. This 
study explains how the metaphors help building ground 
for true dialogue, revealing those routine thoughts that 
need to be challenged. The challenge is that we are 
often not aware of those cognitive and emotional 
certainties. They need to be lured out, for example by 
using metaphors. This is the necessary starting point for 
developing – to become aware of the conflicts and 
defects of the current practice. 
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CONCLUSION 
The findings of this paper support the idea that there is a 
lot of potential in intentionally using metaphors for 
meeting the requirements for dialogue in organizations. 
More particularly, when used properly, metaphors could 
pave the way for dialogue as a prerequisite for using 
management controls in an interactive manner. In the 
context of MCS for product development, we suggest 
that the metaphors could reveal hidden assumptions and 
encourage self-reflection at different levels to foster 
dialogue regarding the product development 
management. In fact, there is still much room for 
developing the content and use of management control 
for product development and the metaphor used in this 
paper represents one starting point for dialogue 
underlying the sufficient use and refinement of the MCS 
in this context. 
At the moment, as noted, there is ample scope for 
further research to response to the limitations of this 
paper. The limitations of qualitative approach apply, 
stemming from the potential misinterpretations of the 
interview data. Interviewing the individual managers 
separately is a limitation as well, because the dynamics 
within the organization and the related obstacles for 
dialogue could not be clearly witnessed. Using focus 
groups with the key stakeholders as informants and 
perhaps having even a longitudinal setting for collecting 
data about the influence of using a metaphor in the MCS 
context could provide a richer account on the 
phenomenon. However, the research setting of this 
paper provides a sound starting point for further 
research, towards truly understanding the potential 
means (such as metaphors) for fostering dialogue as a 
prerequisite for interactive use of management control. 
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ABSTRACT 
The paper presents a qualitative research, based on 
focus groups, aimed at identifying key issues 
regarding healthcare (HC) workers’ awareness 
about the role and importance of Organisational 
Climate (OC) for individual performance, and in 
particular, for individual innovation. The research 
here described is part of a wider action research 
project focused, from a theoretical viewpoint, on 
shedding more light on the relationships between 
OC, openness to innovation and innovative 
behaviour of HC employees. Apart from the focus 
groups, the action research project included other 
research methods such as literature review and 
survey. The paper shows how focus groups have 
been used to analyse how HC workers perceive OC 
and relate it to their performance, included 
innovative behaviour.  
INTRODUCTION 
Nowadays HealthCare (HC) organizations have to give 
tremendous emphasis to cost reduction, high quality of 
delivered service and customer satisfaction. The 
challenge is to improve efficiency while at the same 
time delivering better and possible more services. This 
poses great emphasis on the development of the 
organisational innovation capacity as a fundamental 
driver of the continuous quality improvement and cost 
reduction. Although, the idea of nurturing innovation 
processes as a way to get competitiveness and enhance 
value creation is not new, this presents specific 
characteristics in the contexts of HC organisations. 
Indeed, HC organisations are complex systems 
involving multiple stakeholders with not necessarily 
aligned needs and wants, and even with a different view 
of the meaning of getting and staying healthy (Kanter, 
2011). As a result, the innovation management in HC 
organisations is a complex matter (Plsek, 2003). In 
particular, HC organizations can be viewed as complex 
adaptive systems where the interrelated processes of 
generation, implementation, and widespread adoption of 
innovative ideas reflect the complexity of the system. 
Several factors can be identified as dimensions affecting 
the innovation processes in HC organisations ranging 
from organisational to technological issues. Considering 
the intensive human resource and knowledge-based 
nature of HC organisations a key factor to be considered 
is the innovative potential of employees (e.g. Getz and 
Robinson, 2003; Goertzel, 1993; Plsek, 1997). Scholars 
have analysed individual’s contribution towards 
innovation adopting several perspectives of analysis and 
referring to different context of investigation (see e.g. 
Amabile et al., 1996; Rawat et al., 2012; Scott and 
Bruce, 1994). The topic still remains an issue to study in 
depth (Oldham and Cummins, 1996), especially with 
reference to the factors influencing individual 
innovation. These latter, as underlined by De Jong and 
Hartog (2007), can be identified at individual, work 
group and organisation level. In particular it is argued 
that personality features, cognitive ability and job 
features are important factors that influence 
innovativeness at individual level. Moreover the same 
scholars stated that, at the work group level, factors 
such as leadership and work group features affect 
individual innovation, while at organizational level, 
some key factors are: work organization and 
organization’s climate. In this study the attention is 
focused on the organisational climate (OC) as factor 
affecting individual performance, and particularly 
innovative performance.  
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Most of the literature has investigated the effects of OC 
on innovation particularly at organisational and subunit 
level (Amabile et al. 1996; Ekvall, 1996; Kanter, 1998; 
Patterson et al. 2005). However, how OC can influence 
innovativeness at individual level is an issue to be still 
explored in depth. It is of great relevance to better 
understand how HC workers perceive OC and how this 
drives personal performance and, individual innovation 
capacity, here interpreted as intentional generation, 
promotion and realization of new ideas that can 
potentially benefit organisational performance. 
From a methodological point of view we have adopted 
an action research-based approach aiming both to 
address the research question ‘How does OC affect 
individual’s innovativeness?’, and to provide possible 
answer to Italian HC organisations that require a 
revision and improvement of their performance. The 
implemented action research (AR) project has included 
several research methods such as literature review, 
focus groups, interviews and survey.  
In this paper the attention is focused solely on how 
focus groups have been used to analyse if and how HC 
employees consider OC important in their daily work 
and in individual innovation. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Innovation in HC context can be defined as the 
introduction of a new concept, idea, service, process, or 
product aimed at improving treatment, diagnosis, 
education, prevention and research, and with the long 
term goals of improving quality, safety, outcomes, 
efficiency and costs (Lansisalmi, et al., 2006; 
Omachonu and Einspruch, 2010). In HC services 
innovation has to be part of daily work. Usually patients 
and, more generally, HC customers tend to have needs 
that are always slightly different. In order to satisfy 
these needs organisations have to continuously improve 
the delivered services through, for example, new work 
practices, new treatments, use of “new” medical 
devices, and so on. This, particularly, requires a strong 
engagement of the entire organisation in improving 
continuously services. The wide involvement of 
employees in innovation, represents an important trait of 
the organisational innovation capacity. As argued by 
Getz and Robinson (2003), in the present scenario, 
innovation cannot be confined to specialists, scientists 
and other R&D professionals, but organizations for 
long-term success have to encourage and develop the 
innovative potential of all of their employees, or in other 
words, their innovative work behaviour (IWB). This is 
particularly desirable in HC organisations. Generally 
they do not have the luxury of a huge research & 
development department, and so must rely on the 
attitude and intentions of their employees to develop an 
IWB. IWB can be interpreted as the intentional 
generation, promotion and realization of new ideas 
within a work role, work group or organization, in order 
to benefit role performance, the group or the 
organization (e.g. Kanter, 1988; Scott and Bruce, 1994). 
IWB typically includes exploration of opportunities and 
the generation of new ideas (creativity related behavior), 
but could also include behaviors directed towards 
implementing change, applying new knowledge or 
improving processes to enhance personal and/or 
business performance (implementation oriented 
behavior) (De Jong and Den Hartog, 2008).  
In HC setting, employees’ IWB can be regarded as 
“everything from altering routines or making use of new 
remedies, to simplifying work, to improving the service 
provided to the end-user, or to being able to give the end 
user new offers” (Amo, 2006; p. 231). The development 
of IWB is closely related to individual creativity. 
However, some differences between the constructs exist 
(West and Farr, 1990; Scott and Bruce, 1994). Unlike 
creativity, IWB has a clearer applied component and is 
expected to result in innovative output. Creativity can 
be seen as a crucial component of IWB, mostly involved 
in the beginning of the innovation process. Apart from 
the similarities between IWB and creativity, fields like 
organisational behaviour have devoted significant 
resources to understand how to bring out the wealth of 
creativity and innovation inherent in employees via 
effective management (see e.g. Amabile et al., 1996). 
Nevertheless, the conditions that promote the creative 
performance of employees in organisations as well as 
the factors that affect process innovation at the 
individual and group levels (Oldham and Cummins, 
1996; West and Farr, 1989) still remain an issue to 
study in depth. Several factors affect individual 
innovation. They concern the individual, the work group 
and the organisation (see e.g. De Jong and Hartog, 
2007). OC1 has been identified as one of the key 
organisational factors associated with employees’ 
capacity to be innovative (e.g. Amabile et al. 1996; 
Ekvall, 1996; Kanter, 1998; Patterson et al. 2005). 
Supportive climates encourage innovation whereas 
environments characterised by distrust, personal 
hostilities, limited autonomy and unclear work goals 
inhibit the implementation of ideas (Patterson et al., 
2009).  
                                                          1 Often OC and culture have been and still are sometimes used 
interchangeably. There is not doubt that culture and climate are 
similar concepts. However they differ. Organizational culture refers to 
persistent, stable elements deeply rooted in employees’ mentality. On 
the other hand, OC indicates the ‘superficial’ elements such as 
employees’ reactions, opinions and tendencies regarding changing or 
conflictual organization contexts. Thus climate can be seen as a 
surface manifestation of the culture (Schneider, 1990). Despite there is 
still considerable diversity in the definitions and dimensions used to 
explain the climate construct and there are not clear and common 
shared research conclusions, it seems possible to refer to a dominant 
approach for analysing OC. This approach conceptualises climate as a 
relatively enduring characteristic of an organisation which 
distinguishes it from other organisations and which reflects the 
prevalent norms, values and attitudes of the organisation culture. It is 
connected to employees’ shared perceptions of their organisation with 
respect to features such as autonomy, trust, cohesiveness, support, 
recognition, innovation, and fairness, as well as to members’ 
interactions and structural features of the organisation. 
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In the light of the importance of OC for IWB, in this 
paper, we present the results of an investigation focused 
on the understanding of how HC employees perceive 
OC as factor affecting their performance and, in 
particular, their IWB. Methodologically, considering the 
explorative nature of the research, we have adopted 
focus groups with the aim to extract key insights that 
can inform how HC employees perceive OC and, in 
turn, how they believe the perception of the OC impact 
on their performance and IWB. For the study a large 
public Italian hospital has been chosen. 
FOCUS GROUP 
FOCUS GROUP METHOD 
Krueger and Casey (2000) define a focus group as "a 
carefully planned series of discussions designed to 
obtain perceptions on a defined area of interest in a 
permissive, non-threatening environment" (p. 5). 
Compared to interview techniques, focus groups 
represent a research method which allows researcher to 
take a less dominating role. This to some extent 
motivated the wide diffusion of this method in social 
science. Certainly focus groups present some 
disadvantages (Drayton et al., 1989; Krueger, 1988). 
For example the groups tend to suffer from “volunteer 
bias”. Moreover the extra freedom given to the 
participants can mean that the researcher can have less 
control of the discussion. Another disadvantage is the 
reciprocal influence of participants, e.g. the group could 
be dominated by more talkative members. Additionally 
the method is criticised for not using a representative 
sample. This makes the generalisation of the results to 
the population difficult. The qualitative style of the 
method can make difficult to analyse the data collected 
and validate any conclusions. 
However focus groups have also several advantages, 
also compared to standard interviewing (Krueger, 1988; 
Drayton et al., 1989). “The method is particularly useful 
for exploring people's knowledge and experiences and 
can be used to examine not only what people think but 
how they think and why they think that way. In this 
sense, focus groups reach the parts that other methods 
cannot reach” (Kitzinger, 1995; p. 299). During a focus 
group participants can provide mutual support in 
expressing feelings that are common to their group but 
which they consider to deviate from mainstream culture. 
Moreover the perceived freedom can allow participants 
to talk in the language used in day to day interactions. 
This is useful to researcher because people's knowledge 
and attitudes are not entirely encapsulated in reasoned 
responses to direct questions. More generally focus 
groups give researcher the opportunity to understand 
participants’ viewpoint and problems, and allows 
unanticipated issues to be explored. 
Due to its characteristics, focus groups method is also 
popular with those conducting action research and those 
concerned to "empower" research participants because 
the participants can become an active part of the process 
of analysis (Kitzinger, 1995). 
FOCUS GROUP DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION 
Focus groups were part of a wider action research (AR) 
project. The AR project has been carried out in a large 
Italian public hospital. The hospital counts 1130 
hospital beds, 1500 employees, 36000 
hospitalisations/year, 47 complex operative units and 11 
departments. The practical objectives of the AR project 
were defined through document analysis and some 
interviews with two informants: the hospital director 
and the quality manager. The objectives reflect some 
practical concerns of the hospital. The first concern is 
related to the need of having a picture of the “state of 
health” of the hospital. This is in order to identify 
elements/situations of underperformance and to plan 
managerial solutions for overcoming those. The second 
concern is related to the accreditation process. The 
hospital aims to get institutional accreditation. This 
means, in line with standards established from regional 
government, to adopt and implement the “continuous 
quality improvement” in three main areas: patients’ 
rights, support systems, care services. Especially, 
according to the standards, assessing OC is one of the 
activities to perform systematically in order to get 
accreditation. In particular, it is conceived as one of the 
activities to implement in order to improve the area of 
the support systems.  
From a theoretical viewpoint, the AR project was aimed 
at shedding more light on the relationships between OC, 
openness to innovation and innovative behaviour of HC 
workers.  
The AR project has included, in a complementary way, 
qualitative methods, such as focus groups and 
interviews with key informants, and quantitative 
methods such as survey (O’Brien, 2001) – see Fig. 1. 
 
 
Figure 1. The main phases of the AR project 
The project was presented to employees during a 
dedicated workshop. The workshop aimed to inform 
health professionals about the different aspects of the 
project, such as its main purposes, its strategic, 
organizational and managerial usefulness and the 
adopted methodology and tools. This in order to build 
awareness among the employees about the project to be 
- Definition of the objectives and contents of the AR 
project
- Identification of the research team
Communication of the objectives  and contents of the 
AR project to all members of the organisation
Analysis of the organisational context
Qualitative and quantitative analysis of OC
Sharing results  of the AR project  at organisational level and identification of some 
management initiatives
- Interviews
- Document analysis
Workshop
- Direct observations 
- Interviews
- Focus  groups
- Survey
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK III: Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations316   Participatory Inn vation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
conducted and how important their participation would 
have been; then to make the study a success for the 
organisation in bringing some positive change. 
After the workshop, the researchers with the support of 
the quality manager carried out a deep analysis of the 
organisational context through direct observations, 
document analysis and interviews with key informants. 
Then, we developed an investigation based on focus 
groups. The main goal of the focus groups was to 
explore individual and group awareness about the role 
and importance of OC for value creation in daily work 
and for their performance, included their 
innovativeness. In particular the focus groups attempted 
to shed more light on the following questions: i) how do 
HC workers conceive OC?; ii) to which extent are HC 
workers aware of the relevance of OC in daily work?; 
iii) how do they perceive the importance of assessing 
and managing this important performance driver?  
Additionally focus groups have allowed to collect 
employees’ perception towards the hospital’s decision 
of assessing OC systematically as part of the 
accreditation process. 
Participants in the focus groups were: departments’ 
heads, heads of nursing, directors of wards, quality 
manager of department, responsible for quality at 
department level, physicians, nurses and technicians. 
The focus groups involved the hospital departments as 
follows: Focus group I: Oncology; Nephrology-
urology; Neuroscience; Focus group II: Surgery; 
Internal medicine; High specialties of heart and great 
vessels; Focus group III: Rehabilitation and long-term 
care; Focus group IV: Diagnostic and therapeutic 
services; Accident and emergency; Department of 
Women's and Children's Health.  
Overall, 80 health employees participated in the four 
focus groups. On the whole, head nurses and physicians 
attended to a greater extent in the focus groups (40% 
head nurses; 25% physicians) rather the other health 
employees. The focus groups were facilitated by a 
moderator (researcher) and by the HC quality manager. 
A researcher has taken field notes. 
Each focus group lasted an average of 45 minutes and 
included five main steps. 
- Step 1. Why are we here. This step was aimed at 
clarifying the objectives of the focus group. In this 
phase the quality manager illustrated the objectives of 
the overall AR project, by clarifying its link to the 
hospital’s accreditation process.  
- Step 2 Becoming familiar with the concept of OC. 
The purpose of this step was to familiarize with the 
concept of OC and to encourage participants to provide 
a representation of OC through a metaphor. 
This step began with an introductory ice breaker 
exercise. 
The participants were split randomly into mini groups of 
three to five members to answer the following question: 
What is OC for you? The groups were invited to 
produce a representation of OC through a metaphor in 
form of a drawing.  
Within the group the participants were encouraged to 
listen to one other and to build collectively a metaphor 
representing and integrating the group’s view. At the 
end of the allocated time period, the groups were asked 
to stick the picture on the wall and present their output 
to one other. Care was taken to avoid any interpretations 
from the researchers.  
The discussion generated while presenting the 
metaphors of OC centred around two main viewpoints. 
Some groups provided their view of OC, regardless 
their perception of OC in their organisation (see Fig. 2). 
Traits more frequently associated to OC concept were: 
- cooperation/collaboration for getting results; 
- centrality of the patients: the organisation must 
work to satisfy its patients; 
- set of guidelines which drive the functioning 
and stability of the organisation; 
- relationships with the patient. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Some metaphors of OC 
Some groups described OC as perceived (see e.g. Fig. 
3). 
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This second viewpoint allowed to identify some weak 
points of the OC perceived in the hospital. They concern 
basically: 
- the relations between physicians and nurses: a 
distance between the two categories of workers 
is perceived. This distance regards mainly the 
communication and the absence of 
cooperation/collaboration; 
- the absence of a common vision among 
different levels of the organisational hierarchy;  
- the communication among the departments.  
 
 
 
Figure 3. An example of metaphor of the perceived OC 
At the end of the presentation participants with the 
quality manager and the researcher, discussed the 
differences and similarities among the metaphors.  
On the whole from the focus groups it is emerged that 
participants’ view OC is basically related to some 
factors such as: i) internal and external relationships, ii) 
feeling in the workplace, iii) knowledge and sharing of 
organisation’s vision and strategic objectives, iv) 
practices of communication and knowledge sharing, v) 
management of rewards system. 
In particular great emphasis was put on: i) relationships 
with patient, ii) harmony and cooperation both among 
employees and departments, iii) employees’ knowledge 
of hospital’s strategic objectives. Certainly the 
highlighted factors describe OC, albeit not exhaustively.  
For this reason at the end of each focus group the 
moderator invited the participants to reflect on the fact 
that OC can include further factors. These factors can be 
referred to: i) people, e.g. satisfaction, knowledge of the 
structure of organisation, empowerment, motivation, 
physical and psychological well being, autonomy 
related to decision making process and job performing, 
job satisfaction, etc. ii) organisation, e.g. training 
policies, rewards systems, decision making practices, 
leadership, incentive systems, management style, 
information flows, equipments, layout of the working 
environment, etc., iii) relations, e.g. relationships 
between units, relationships with customers, 
relationships among colleagues, team working practices, 
mutual support among colleagues, communication, 
relations with the management, etc. 
This was important in order to form a common 
reference point regarding the concept of OC to be used 
for the further research work planned in the AR project. 
- Step 3 Perception of the role of OC in daily work.  
In this step the participants were invited to respond 
individually to a series of questions prepared by the 
researchers. The questions were aimed at understanding 
if and how the participants evaluate OC as important in 
their daily work and how the organization assesses and 
manages the climate. 
Among the performance related to daily work, the 
individual innovation was included. It is emerged that 
HC workers perceive OC as a factor which significantly 
influences the quality of the delivered service, the 
capacity to satisfy patient, the productivity and the 
capacity to innovate. Additionally the employees 
highlighted some dimensions of OC that are particular 
important for individual innovation. 
They believe that to invest energy and extra efforts in 
their daily activities, they need to be motivated. The 
motivation, in turn, is perceived as closely related to 
performance assessment and management of reward 
systems as well as to an equally guarantee of career for 
all. 
The knowledge of strategic and operative objectives of 
the hospital represents another important factor. Some 
employees declared not having a clear understanding 
the hospital’s strategy and vision as well as of some of 
the key policies, and, this involves a low level of 
interest in the organisational life and change.  
A further OC factor considered important for individual 
innovation are team working and the management of 
internal conflicts, between HC workers (e.g. conflicts 
between nurses and physicians) as well as among the 
departments. 
About the management of OC, from the focus groups a 
wide acknowledgment of importance of assessing OC 
has arisen. In particular HC workers believe that 
knowing OC helps to improve daily work practices and, 
to some extent, affects the motivation at work. Finally 
employees revealed that their organization does not give 
the right importance to OC. 
- Step 4 Presentation and discussion of the tools to be 
further implemented for analysing OC and performance  
In order to further develop the research project and to 
investigate more in depth the links between OC and 
performance in the HC organisational context, 
employees were introduced to a survey questionnaire 
which would have been administered as follow up of the 
focus groups. In this regard, participants were 
encouraged to speak out so that their issues and 
concerns could be addressed. 
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Regarding the survey tool, there were not substantial 
comments. The employees highlighted the importance 
to communicate widely across the organisation the aim 
of survey and its relevance for the accreditation process 
of hospital in order to get the right commitment across 
the overall organisation. The only concerned expressed 
was about the confidentiality of the survey and they 
asked to make sure that the feedback would have been 
treated confidentially. Finally employees underlined the 
importance of knowing the findings of the survey and 
taking part to the planning of initiative for OC 
management. 
- Step 5 Closing the focus group. At the end of the focus 
group, the moderator summarized out important ideas 
emerged during the meeting. 
CONCLUSIONS 
This study attempted to explore how HC employees 
perceive OC and relate it to their performance by using 
focus groups method. The context of investigation was a 
large public hospital. 
The outputs of the focus groups have highlighted that 
OC is perceived as important factor fostering 
performance, and particularly individual innovation 
working behaviour. Moreover the findings show up 
some OC elements perceived as critical in assuring 
individual innovation, i.e. performance assessment and 
rewarding systems, teamworking, communication 
within the organisation. These elements were identified 
in several studies as fostering individual innovation. 
The use of focus groups has facilitated the participants 
in generating several ideas, using their own languages 
and terminology. Certainly this resulted in the problem 
of analysing qualitative data and interpreting responses 
in their context. Nonetheless, after the focus groups, the 
data have been supported with quantitative data from 
the survey. This has improved their validity. 
On the whole, the participation to focus groups has 
increased employees’ awareness about the importance 
of OC in their daily work. At organisational level the 
focus groups have drawn the attention on a systematic 
assessment and management of OC.  
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ABSTRACT 
Crowdsourcing is increasingly used to create 
innovations. Despite the popularity of the 
approach, it is not known what its implications for 
the innovation processes are. This paper presents 
the results from a pilot study on crowdsourced, 
participatory innovation processes. Creation of 
innovations is framed as a search problem and a 
single case is analysed by comparing the 
crowdsourced innovation process to heuristics that 
individual inventors are known to use. 
INTRODUCTION 
Crowdsourcing, the act of outsourcing a task 
traditionally performed by an organization to an 
undefined crowd, has gained popularity as an approach 
to include more diverse groups of participants to 
innovation and design processes. Despite the popularity 
of the approach, clear best practices have not yet 
emerged. The situation may partially result from not 
knowing how crowdsourcing changes the innovation 
process. 
This paper is built on the assumption that creation of 
innovations can be framed as recombinant search over 
the space of possible solutions (Fleming and Sorensen 
2001). The space of possibilities is naturally enormous, 
and therefore it is not possible to try out every solution. 
Instead, some other approach must be used. While 
search algorithms on computers often rely on 
approaches such as local hill-climbing (Russell and 
Norvig 1995), this is not how humans typically create 
inventions. Rather, the individual inventors rely on 
more flexible search heuristics. (Maggitti et al. 2013). 
Under the paradigm of innovation as search, it is 
assumed that searching for solutions locally (i.e. 
focusing on the neighbourhood of solutions already
 
 
 
 
 
familiar to the searching agent) is easy compared to 
distant search (searching for solutions not related to the 
current knowledge of the searching agent). Afuah and 
Tucci (2012) propose that problem solving through 
crowdsourcing works because it transforms the distant 
search to a local one. Crowdsourcing could therefore be 
considered as some kind of search algorithm. But how 
does that algorithm work, and how does it compare to 
the heuristics used by an individual inventor? This paper 
presents the results from a pilot study on crowdsourced, 
participatory innovation processes, aiming to clarify 
these research questions by framing the creation of 
innovations as a search problem. The contributions of 
the paper are twofold: 1) development of an approach 
for data collection and analysis to be used in further 
cases, and 2) analysis of the pilot case, which reveals 
that the algorithm used by the analysed crowdsourcing 
site can be described as a search-within-search. The 
algorithm resembles the heuristics used by individual 
inventors, but during the process each participant must 
still act as an individual inventor. 
CREATION OF INNOVATIONS AS A SEARCH 
PROBLEM 
Although originally developed to study evolutionary 
biology, the metaphor of search appears to also be an 
applicable concept in the context of innovations. The 
generation of scientific breakthroughs has been 
described as recombinant search (Schilling and Green 
2011), and Hong and Page (2004) modelled problem 
solving as a search problem. The search metaphor has 
been used to model organizational development 
(Levinthal 1997) and creation of technological 
improvements (Kauffman et al. 2000). The results from 
analysing patent databases support the applicability of 
the search metaphor to the process of invention 
(Fleming and Sørenson 2001). In crowdsourcing, the 
search for high quality contributions from a large mass 
of ideas has become a bottleneck in the innovation 
process (Alexy et al. 2011).  
SEARCH HEURISTICS OF INVENTORS 
Maggitti et al. (2013) complement these high-level 
analyses by investigating how individual inventors 
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actually perform the search process. According to their 
model, the inventors rely on five routines during their 
search process: Stimulus, Net casting, Categorization, 
Linking, and Discovering. Stimulus refers to the 
identification of a problem or opportunity: the inventor 
realizes that there is a need that could be satisfied. Net 
casting is about gathering of information both within 
and outside the domain of interest. Inventors use many 
sources of information and dynamically switch between 
focusing on details and the big picture. Information 
gathering needs high levels of motivation. The 
information and alternatives found during Net casting 
are filtered in the Categorizing stage. The inventor 
integrates the new knowledge to an existing mental 
schema or knowledge structures. Often the new 
information forces the inventor to update the mental 
categories, which may lead to Linking. In the Linking 
stage the inventor integrates knowledge from seemingly 
different disciplines to come up with a new idea or 
hypothesis. Finally, in the Discovery stage the inventor 
tests the validity of the idea. The search process is not 
linear, but involves iteration back and forth between the 
stages. System complexity, the search context and the 
expertise of the inventor all have an influence on the 
search process.  
CROWDSOURCING AS A SEARCH ALGORITHM 
Crowdsourcing refers to outsourcing a task traditionally 
performed by an organization to an undefined crowd, 
usually through an open call posted on the Internet 
(Howe 2008). Defining a crowdsourcing system 
explicitly is challenging, but one approach is to frame 
crowdsourcing as a general-purpose problem-solving 
method: a crowdsourcing system enlists a crowd of 
humans to help solve a problem defined by the system 
owners (Doan et al. 2011). As creation of innovations is 
closely related to problem solving, it is no wonder that 
crowdsourcing is increasingly used as part of innovation 
processes. 
Afuah and Tucci (2012) propose an explanation for the 
effectiveness of crowdsourcing. They claim that under 
certain conditions crowdsourcing can improve problem-
solving performance by transforming distant search into 
local search. Consider a cognitively limited problem 
solver. His or her position in the landscape reflects the 
information and knowledge the solver has access to. 
Instead of understanding the whole knowledge 
landscape, this solver is only familiar with the 
neighborhood of his or her current position. Searching 
for solutions near the current position is relatively easy; 
this is called local search. Even a cognitively limited 
problem solver can perform well in local search. On the 
contrary, extending the search outside the known 
neighborhood in the knowledge landscape is difficult; 
this is called distant search.  
Crowdsourcing can improve problem-solving 
performance in cases where distant knowledge is 
needed (Afuah and Tucci 2012). Instead of performing 
distant search, the problem solver may crowdsource the 
task to a large number of participants, all of which 
perform only local searches. If the number and diversity 
of participants are high enough, the chances are that 
someone is already in the neighborhood of the solution, 
and can find the solution by a local search. Thus, distant 
search is transformed into local search and the 
performance of problem solving is improved. The 
question arises whether the search process through 
crowdsourcing resembles the search process of 
individual inventors. Should we consider a 
crowdsourcing system as a single searching entity or a 
collection of individual inventors?  
METHODOLOGY 
To explore how innovations are searched for on a 
crowdsourcing site, a combination of participative 
ethnography and qualitative analysis was used. 
Currently only a pilot study on a single case has been 
completed, but the plan is to extend the research to 
cover multiple cases in the future. The data collected 
consists of web clippings from the case site OpenIDEO 
and diary entries of the researcher. I used the Evernote 
notebook software (Evernote 2013) and the Chrome 
web browser add-on Evernote Web Clipper to collect 
interesting web pages I visited during the participant 
observation. The ease of use allowed minimum 
distraction due to data collection during the 
participation, and the built-in functionality of the 
software helped to create an easily managed database. I 
documented my own observations in a diary, also stored 
in Evernote, where I noted all the major actions I took 
on the site and observations and feelings I had at the 
time. The diary entries varied from just a few lines to 
more than a page of text per field visit. Additional 
documents, such as toolkits for workshops and 
presentations of challenge results, were also collected 
when encountered. All the data collection principles of 
Yin (2008) were thus followed. Web pages, the 
researcher’s diary entries and documents provide 
multiple data sources. Evernote was used to create and 
maintain a case study database and chain of evidence, 
including dates of collection, web addresses and 
content. 
All the collected material, 422 web clippings and 51 
diary entries, was coded using the qualitative analysis 
software Dedoose. The codes used in this analysis are 
presented in Appendix 1. After coding the data on 
Dedoose, the software was used to export the selected 
data for further analysis using relevant codes. These 
reduced data sets were read through and insights were 
collected on sticky notes, which were then clustered 
around emerging themes. An interim case summary was 
written based on the patterns revealed by this analysis. 
Care was taken to use similar language, terms and 
phrases as found in the raw data. The resulting interim 
case summary is 35 pages long, so only a condensed 
version can be presented here. 
The extended text, even in the compressed format of a 
case summary, is cumbersome to use for analysis. 
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Therefore, valid analysis requires data displays that are 
focused enough to show the full data set at once in a 
systematically arranged format, permitting conclusion 
drawing (Miles and Huberman 1994). The data displays 
used in this study are mostly based on the interim case 
description. Other stakeholders or participants of the site 
have not yet verified the conclusions, because the study 
is still in the pilot phase. The verification will take place 
after all the cases are completed, so that results 
emerging from comparisons between cases can be 
verified simultaneously.  
RESULTS 
In this section the case site OpenIDEO, its innovation 
process and subjective user experience are first 
described. These descriptions are then compared to 
Inventor’s search stages. 
CROWDSOURCING INNOVATIONS ON OPENIDEO 
“OpenIDEO is a place where people design better, 
together for social good. It's an online platform for 
creative thinkers: the veteran designer and the new guy 
who just signed on, the critic and the MBA, the active 
participant and the curious lurker. Together, this makes 
up the creative guts of OpenIDEO.” (OpenIDEO 2012) 
OpenIDEO is a website hosted by the design and 
innovation firm IDEO, a renowned global design 
company with a human-centered approach to design. 
The website is dedicated to designing social innovations 
collaboratively and including a broader range of people 
into a design process. The activities on the site are 
organized around challenges. The challenges are 
difficult design tasks, which are usually related to some 
large and complex environmental or societal issue, such 
as food production, health care, or unemployment. 
Organizations and individuals can sponsor a challenge 
for social or environmental good. At OpenIDEO the 
innovation process is considered to be a collaborative 
learning process. Sharing of information and 
collaboration are encouraged over competition.  
The innovation process used by OpenIDEO has several 
well-defined phases. Except for early variations, the 
structure of the process has remained stable from 
challenge to challenge, although depending on the 
challenge, some of the phases may be left out. In 
addition to the public phases, the process also contains 
implicit phases taking place behind the scenes. The full 
process, including the implicit phases, is described in 
Table 1.  
Depending on the phase of the challenge, users can 
submit inspirations, submit concepts, update their own 
concept, evaluate concepts, and comment and applaud 
blog posts, inspirations and concepts. Commenting and 
applauding are possible in every phase and even after 
the challenge has ended. Other activities are possible 
only for a limited time, during the corresponding phase. 
Participating in OpenIDEO requires a lot of motivation 
and effort from the user due to the nature of the issues 
discussed on the site. Before creating solutions it is 
necessary to understand the underlying patterns. The 
only way to do it on OpenIDEO is to personally study 
the problem, which can be done by browsing the 
inspirations collected on the site. Inspirations can also 
be used to create new concepts by combining them. 
Creating a concept is quite satisfying despite the 
required effort. 
Phase Description
Challenge 
design 
Before launching a new challenge, it is designed in 
collaboration between representatives of the sponsor and 
employees of OpenIDEO. 
Challenge 
brief 
The challenge brief describes briefly the design problem, 
context and goals and marks the beginning of the challenge.  
The challenge brief is usually a combination of a written 
description and a short video featuring a representative of 
the challenge sponsor. 
Inspiration The inspiration phase consists of two related tasks: learning 
as much as possible about the problem and finding examples 
of solutions that have worked elsewhere. The findings are 
submitted to OpenIDEO as inspirations. 
Synthesis 
meeting 
After the Inspiration phase, the OpenIDEO team, possibly 
with the help of representatives of the sponsor, holds a 
synthesis meeting where they group the gathered 
inspirations under the emerging themes. 
Concepting New ideas are generated to solve the issue described in the 
challenge brief. Inspirations gathered in the previous phase 
can be used as a basis for new solutions. 
Applause The users are asked to help select the best concepts for 
further refinement by applauding and commenting on the 
concepts they like. 
Shortlist 
selection 
The facilitators of OpenIDEO first read through all the 
concepts and comments and take note of the applause given 
for the concepts, and then select usually 20 concepts for 
refinement. 
Refinement The shortlisted concepts are improved upon in a 
collaborative fashion. 
Evaluation Users evaluate all the shortlisted concepts against 
specifically developed evaluation criteria. 
Winner 
selection 
Facilitators of OpenIDEO decide the challenge winners in 
collaboration with the representatives of the sponsor. 
Winning 
concepts 
The winning concepts are announced on the site. 
Realization The realization phase is about telling stories and 
dissemination of information about implementation taking 
place outside the site. Implementation of the developed 
concepts is outside the scope of the platform. 
Table 1. The phases of the OpenIDEO innovation process as revealed 
by the analysis. Some of the phases are described explicitly on the 
site, while others take place behind the scenes.  
COMPARISON OF SEARCH PROCESSES 
In Table 2 the search process of individual inventors 
(Maggitti et al. 2013) is compared to the OpenIDEO 
challenge phases and user experience during the 
concepting phase. Although the phases and stages are 
not divided up similarly, the contents seems to match. 
OpenIDEO challenges proceed roughly according to the 
search model of an individual inventor. Interestingly, 
the user experience during the concepting phase of 
OpenIDEO challenges also matches the individual 
inventor’s search process. Thus, the search process of 
OpenIDEO can be described as a search-within-search. 
The process resembles the search process of an in-
dividual inventor at the system level, but during the con-
cepting phase, each individual participant needs to go 
through the whole individual inventor’s search process. 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK III: Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations 323  Participatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
Inventor’s 
search stage
OpenIDEO
challenge 
phases
User experience during 
concepting phase
Stimulus Challenge 
brief 
Reading challenge brief 
and instructions, 
watching videos 
Net casting Inspiration Reading inspirations and 
concepts, collecting 
pieces for a concept 
Categorizing Synthesis 
meeting 
Trying to figure out the 
big picture, sleeping 
Linking Concepting Coming up with an idea, 
creating a concept 
Discovery Applause 
Shortlist 
selection 
Refinement 
Evaluation 
Winners 
Prototyping, developing a 
concept, submitting a 
concept, updating a 
concept 
Table 2: Comparison of search processes. Both OpenIDEO challenge 
phases and users’ activities during the Concepting phase match the 
Inventor’s search stages. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
If creation of innovation is a search problem, then what 
kind of search algorithm is crowdsourcing? Based on an 
analysis of a single case, the algorithm used on 
OpenIDEO can be described as a search-within-search. 
The stages of an individual inventor’s search process 
can be identified both at the system level and in the 
performance of participants. The main limitation of the 
study is that the finding cannot be generalized. It is not 
known if such search-within-search approach is typical 
for crowdsourcing sites or just a feature of the 
OpenIDEO site. Further case studies following the 
methodological approach developed during the pilot 
study are planned to address this issue.  
The results from the pilot study point out to some 
practical implications. Is search-within-search the best 
algorithm to be used for crowdsourcing innovations? 
The answer is not known. Therefore, the question arises 
whether it would be possible to design a crowdsourcing 
system that would function as a single inventing entity, 
without the need for the individual participants to 
perform all the stages of the inventor’s search.  
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APPENDIX 1. Coding scheme used in the analysis. 
Code Instances Definition Example excerpt
Crowdsourcing 
process 
83 Descriptions of how 
interaction between the 
site and users proceeds. 
Different phases of 
activity. 
And stay tuned: in the next few weeks we’ll be 
launching a new challenge phase called Realisation, 
which will enable the students of 100K Cheeks to share 
their implementation progress with the entire OpenIDEO 
community. 
Tasks 503 Descriptions of tasks the 
site asks users to 
perform, either explicitly 
or implicitly. 
We’d love you to share any examples you’ve seen of 
new and inspiring ways to develop soft or hard skills 
that are happening beyond the classroom. 
Community 289 Descriptions of 
community of users 
related to the site. 
The second thing OpenIDEO offered me was an 
opportunity to be part of an open source community. I 
am fascinated by the open source concept and by how 
people love to collaborate and share passions online. 
Platform 98 Descriptions of web site 
and user interface and 
it’s functionality. 
Collaboration map. This somehow tracks how the 
concepts are build: what are the parts. Might be possible 
to evaluate whether it is more than the sum of the parts... 
Motivation 48 Factors that motivate or 
are assumed to motivate 
participation. 
Descriptions of why do 
they participate. 
One week to go guys – get your ideas posted to help us 
re-imagine the future of food. You might even win the 
chance to join us in sunny Queensland at the IDEAS 
2011 Festival. And check out IDEO's Paul 
Bennett talking about the challenge and his vinyl record 
obsession. 
User experience 183 Personal experiences 
from using the site. 
Found the missions on the left panel of Inspirations site. 
Still don't really understand them. How do they differ 
from Themes? 
Innovation 
process 
86 Descriptions of 
underlying innovation 
process. 
Process description with the current phase and numerical 
measurements is clear, bright and colorful and 
immediately noticeable on the top of the page. Gives a 
lot of information to the user, fast and easy. 
Problem 
definition 
755 References to problem 
definition phase of 
innovation process. 
How might we, for instance, help start-ups access 
funding across stages of development? Or help them 
find resources when working across countries? Or foster 
a culture of experimentation? 
Idea generation 567 References to idea 
generation phase of 
innovation process. 
It all starts with a good idea. After all, a good idea 
attracts a lot of supporters and is easier to make happen. 
Finding that good idea, however, is the challenging part! 
Idea evaluation 273 References to idea 
evaluation phase of 
innovation process. 
The evaluation phase allowed everyone to have their say 
on which concept should go forwards to become the 
OpenIDEO logo. Set criteria were used to make this 
judgement; things like fit with our community 
principles, and just how much they loved it. 
Development 532 References to 
development phase of 
innovation process. 
As I mentioned, getting the Grand Rapids community 
stakeholders onboard has been hugely important. Also, 
being open to prototyping – and potentially failing in the 
process – has been big for us.  
Implementation 152 References to 
implementation phase of 
innovation process. 
Comprised of refurbished shipping containers, 
Intermodal will house local food producers, artists, or 
other merchants to showcase their products and connect 
locally with consumers. 
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ABSTRACT 
In this paper we present a case study of how humor 
is employed at the micro-level of collaborative 
innovation processes. Based on data from 
workshops in which participants work together to 
construct new business models for a particular 
company, we employ the method of Conversation 
Analysis to find that humor (laughter) may be an 
important condition for the acceptance of proposals 
at the interactional micro-level of innovation 
processes. A particular finding is that company-
internal representatives’ use of humor differs from 
company-external participants in terms of their 
orientation to having different rights and 
responsibilities in the innovation process.  
INTRODUCTION 
Innovation processes increasingly rely on the 
collaboration between different stakeholders across 
various boundaries, including functional, hierarchical 
and organizational boundaries (Bogers & Horst 
forthcoming). Such boundary-crossing collaborations 
rely on different mechanisms, activities and boundary 
objects. In this paper, we explore the role of one such 
mechanism, namely humor, which consists of a 
humorous stimulus and reaction (Malone 1980), in 
collaborative innovation processes.  
During the innovation process, small incremental 
actions are taken that cumulatively serve to shape the 
future of a product, process or service (Bogers, 2009; de 
Brentani 2001; Murray & O’Mahoney 2007). In this 
case study, we consider the role played by the individual 
in the micro-management of a collaborative innovation 
process. Specifically, we use conversation analysis to 
identify how proposals for future actions are designed 
and received in the context of an innovation workshop 
and what role humor plays in such proposals.  
We show that participants in such workshops orient to 
the shaping of the future as a joint task, rather than as 
something that can or should be done unilaterally by 
one participant. Thus, though proposals for future action 
can in principle be formulated and designed in a variety 
of ways, participants largely rely on a very specific 
pattern of proposing and accepting future actions, a 
pattern in which humorous expressions and laughter 
play a significant role. Slight variations in who of the 
participants makes a proposal, who produces humorous 
expressions and who laughs, however, reveal how 
individual participants position themselves relative to 
others within these workshops, in terms of who has 
equal, primary and secondary rights to shaping the 
innovation process. 
BACKGROUND 
Innovation can be seen as a social and communicative 
process (Leonard & Sensiper 1998), where 
interdisciplinary teams are a necessary condition for 
success (Dougherty 1992). It is only through diversity 
among team members that participants can  “overcome 
possible blind spots” (Holzer 2012: 50) and create more 
and different insights (Jehn et al 1999), allowing for a 
more comprehensive analysis of the problem at hand 
(Akrich et al 2002). In this view, innovation becomes a 
social construction, shaped and negotiated through an 
“evolving pattern of interaction between people that 
emerges in the local interaction of those people with its 
fundamental aspects of communication, power, and 
ideology and evaluative choices” (Stacey & Griffin 
2005: 19), where the individual social positions held by 
participants and the normative expectations associated 
with such positions (Tsoukas 1996) can influence the 
overall organization of the innovation process as well as 
the potential outcome.  
The employment of humor and the proposing of future 
actions constitute two interactional activities that each 
in different ways encompasses the social positions held 
by individuals as well as the relationship between them. 
Hatch (1997) thus argues that cultural and emotional 
contexts of contradictions, i.e. the complexity of “open 
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social construction processes” (p. 277) are constructed 
through humorous discourse. Moreover, even though 
laughing together may be a way to reduce power 
distance, asymmetrical use of humor in organizations 
reveals the local constraints and obligations of 
individuals (Glenn 2010), where hierarchical and 
organizational positions and relevancies can be 
“laughed into being” (Vöge 2010, p. 1556).  
These same relevancies can be oriented towards when 
participants propose future actions in the context of 
organizations. Asmuss & Oshima (2012) thus 
demonstrate how institutionally defined positions such 
as being the CEO or the HR manager are made relevant 
through the way in which the participants negotiate 
proposal sequences, so that “institutional roles are local 
achievements and are subject to continuous 
renegotiation throughout interaction” (p. 83). Similarly, 
Stevanovic and Peräkylä (2013) argue that authority, 
i.e. “the exercise of power that the subject of authority 
understands as legitimate” (p. 297) is exercised and 
recognized through interaction. Landgrebe and 
Heinemann (in press) illustrates that knowledge and 
authority are intertwined, so that participants “in the 
know” have the authority to determine future joint 
actions. 
METHOD AND DATA 
In this case study, we consider how the individual’s 
social position and the normative expectations 
associated with this position emerge through the local 
interaction of participants within an innovation process, 
specifically by investigating humor and its relation to 
the proposal for future action. For this purpose, we use 
conversation analysis (CA), an ethnomethodological 
approach that focuses on how members interpret each 
other’s actions and display that interpretation moment-
by-moment (see e.g. Heritage 2010).  
Our study is based on video-recordings of three 
workshops organized for a national industry network for 
middle- and top-managers from various companies in 
Denmark. The goal of the workshops was for the 
participants to jointly create a tangible business model 
(Buur et al. forthcoming) for new markets for one of the 
involved companies, here referred to as Lightoman. The 
process that the participants in these workshops were 
involved in can thus be viewed as a process of 
innovation, in which each group develops a possible 
future business model for Lightoman. 
Following the principal method of “unmotivated 
looking” (Psathas 1995) that is usually employed in CA, 
a first exploration of the video-recorded data showed an 
noticeable pattern: humor and laughter were almost 
exclusively employed within one particular type of 
activity within these workshops, namely when a 
participants was making what we here term a “proposal 
for future action”. In the workshops, such proposals 
typically take the following form: a participant 
identifies an object as a good representation of a 
particular stakeholder in the value network being 
constructed, subsequent to which the co-participants 
either accept or reject this proposal. The following steps 
illustrate the typical pattern that these proposal-
sequences followed in the case investigated:   
1. A stakeholder is identified and named as relevant 
for the value network 
2. An object is selected and proposed to represent that 
stakeholder 
3. Participants orient to the proposal as humorous by 
giving the object a label in the form of a pun-like 
expression, and/or by smiling and laughing 
4. The object is placed on the table as part of the value 
network  
5. Participants move on to identifying the next 
relevant stakeholder 
Figure 1 provides a transcript of an actual proposal 
sequence, which follows the pattern described above.  
 
Figure 1: Transcript of proposal sequence 
The proposals found in our data are all similarly 
designed as in Figure 1: participants first identify the 
need for a particular representative to be part of the 
value network, in Figure 1 this is done by B and C in 
lines 01-04 in which they agree that a bank need to be 
part of the network. Subsequent to this, one participant 
typically finds and grabs and object, sometimes verbally 
proposing to use that object for the representation, 
sometimes, as here, doing the proposal non-verbally, by 
way of holding the object up for inspection by the 
others, as B does with the silvery ball he has selected 
and picked up in line 08. B’s labeling of the ball (and 
hence the bank) with the humorous expression 
(1) Tangible business 1: Bank 
 
01  B:  hvordan ser en bank ud  
  what does a bank look like   
02  (2.9)  
03  C:  Ja den ska vi li' ha (k-) positioneret 
 Yes that we just need to position   
04  først banken   
  first, the bank  
05  (0.2)  
06  B:  *måske*  
  *maybe*   
07  +(2.1)  
08  geB: +picks up the ball  
09  B:  Slippery.+  
10  geB:  +smile   
11  B:  heh [heh  +heh  heh +heh heh  
12  A:            [ye:s +heh  +huh heh heh  
13 gaB:                  +to C +to A  
14 gaC:                                   +to B  
15 geC:    +smile  
16  C:    +hah hah hah hah [hah hah €Slippery€  
17  B:                    [.hhe hhe  
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“slippery” (line 09) and the other participants’ reactions 
to this in the form of laughter, smiling etc. in lines 12-
16) are other, constitutive, features of the proposals 
found in the data. Operationalizing humor as a 
“laughable” (Jefferson 1979), i.e. as actions that 
participants themselves treat as funny through smiling, 
laughing or in other ways indicating the humorous 
nature of the proposal, our data reveals that humor is a 
constitutive feature of proposals for future actions in the 
cases investigated. Based on these initial observations, 
we subsequently collected all proposal sequences in the 
data and coded these with respect to how the proposals 
were designed as humorous or not, whether they were 
treated by recipients as humorous or not and whether 
the proposals were accepted or not. A total of 38 
proposals across the three workshops were found. The 
overall results are illustrated in Figure 2 below.  
 
Figure 2: Proposals in relation to the use of humor 
FINDINGS 
As Figure 2 illustrates, the use of humor and the 
production of laughter is an almost constitutive feature 
of proposing future actions in this particular context, as 
it is employed in one way or another in 31 out of 38 
proposal sequences. Our findings do not, however, 
suggest a direct correlation between whether a proposal 
is humorous or not and whether the proposal is 
ultimately accepted, since non-humorous proposals are 
at least just as likely to be accepted as their humorous 
equivalents. If humor is not, in these cases then, 
employed for the sake of creating alignment between 
participants, what other role may it serve in proposal 
sequence? In order to investigate this, we looked in 
more detail at the way in which different participants in 
the workshops made use of humor in relation to the 
proposals. Most notably, the three participants who are 
also representatives of the company Lightoman, for 
whom the business models were being built, behave in 
ways that deviate from the other participants, who were 
network partners from other companies. In one 
workshop, the Lightoman representative refrained 
entirely from participating in the construction of the 
business model, instead merely taking notes of the 
others participants’ contributions. The other two 
representatives for Lightoman, each in their own 
workshop group participated more actively in the 
construction of the business model, making their own 
proposals, selecting objects for representing 
stakeholders, producing humorous expressions and 
laughing. But even when engaging in the construction 
of the business model, Lightoman representatives did so 
in ways that differed in the following ways from the 
other participants in the workshop:   
Marking a proposal as humorous:  
As illustrated in the description of the five steps above, 
proposals in this case study were treated as humorous 
by the participants, either through smile and laughter, or 
through accompanying the proposal with a humorous 
expression, for instance in the form of a pun that 
ascribed a physical property of the object to a more 
cognitive or behavioral property of the stakeholder the 
object was proposed to represent. Such puns were 
regularly produced by all participants, but whereas other 
participants typically did so to accompany their own 
proposals, Lightoman representatives were the only 
participants who would produce puns to accompany 
other participants’ proposals, either when such a pun 
had not been made by the proposer, or to replace a pun 
produced by the proposer.  
Puns and other humorous expressions that accompany 
proposals function as a type of account, in serving to 
imply and explicate why and how a particular object 
should serve as the representation of a certain 
stakeholder. In Figure 1 above, for instance, the pun-
like expression “slippery” serves to articulate why the 
ball is a good representation of a bank, since many 
might consider banks “slippery”. Producing a pun is 
thus as way of creating meaning, by establishing a direct 
relationship between the selected object and the 
stakeholder it is proposed to represent. When producing 
a pun on behalf of other participants’ proposals, 
Lightoman representatives can thus be heard to support 
the other’s proposal by making sense of it.  
At the same time, the production of a pun on behalf of 
others also constitutes a claim of independent 
recognition of the relationship between object and 
stakeholder, something which is particularly apparent 
when a pun is produced to replace or correct an already 
existing one. Through producing puns on behalf of other 
participants’ proposals or replacing other participants’ 
puns. Lightoman representatives thus seem to orient to 
or demonstrate their special social status as being 
someone who is ultimately responsible both for making 
sure other participants’ proposals are accepted and that 
they are accepted in the right way, i.e. as appropriate 
sense-making proposals. 
Pushing for laughter:  
As illustrated in the description of the steps above, a 
requirement for a successful proposal is that others have 
received it with laughter. Laughter can thus be seen as 
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the participants’ orientation to the proposal sequences 
overall being joint accomplishments. When laughter by 
others is not produced, most participants simply 
abandon their proposal, looking either for a new object 
or suggesting another stakeholder. The Lightoman 
representatives, however, did not abandon their 
proposals when these were not responded to with 
laughter by others. Instead, they pursued laughter or 
other types of acceptance/evaluation of their proposal 
until this was finally given and the object could be 
placed on the table.  
Since laughter and acceptance of the proposal are 
overall connected, the Lightoman representative’s 
pursuit of laughter and hence acceptance thus becomes a 
way of invoking a certain social status in which you as 
an individual has the right and authority to insist on and 
pursue acceptance at a point where this has otherwise 
not been produced.  
Joining the laughter:  
Though Lightoman representatives clearly orient to the 
relevancy of laughter when making their own proposals 
or constructing puns for others’ proposals, as recipients, 
they laughed considerably less than other participants, 
notably failing to laugh even in contexts where 
participants made clear that their contributions were 
designed to receive laughter, not just in general, but 
specifically from a Lightoman representative.  
Laughter in the case studied here appears to be a 
constitutive feature of proposal sequences and 
something that is required to make the proposal come 
about as a joint social construction, rather than a 
unilateral decision. In not joining the general laughter 
and not laughing when clearly selected as the recipient 
of a humorous proposal, Lightoman representative can 
thus be seen to exclude themselves from the more 
general participation framework, assigning themselves a 
different role than that of the other participants, i.e. as 
someone who is not as the others jointly responsible for 
establishing consensus.   
CONCLUSION 
In this study, we find that proposal sequences are 
constituted by participants, treating the proposals as 
humorous and joint constructions upon which 
acceptance by other participants is contingent (Hatch 
1997; Stacey & Griffin 2005). Though there is a 
constitutive pattern for these sequences, small variations 
in the participants’ behavior reveal something of the 
kind of roles and responsibilities they assign themselves 
and each other (Asmuss & Oshima 2012; Stevanovic & 
Peräkyllä 2013; Landgrebe & Heinemann in press). We 
thus conclude that humor (laughter) may be an 
important condition for the acceptance of proposals at 
the interactional micro-level of innovation processes.  
A particular finding is that humor plays a particular role 
in inter-organizational relationships. Our case study 
shows that internal representatives from Lightoman 
behave differently from other participants, who are 
more external contributors, in relation to the 
construction and use of humor in proposal sequences. In 
doing so, they assign themselves particular roles within 
the workshop more generally and within the decision 
making (proposing future action) sequences more 
specifically. As such, they act as someone who is not as 
the others responsible for making the future actions a 
joint action, but rather as someone who is ultimately 
responsible for (and able to determine whether) the 
proposal being “just right”.  
Thus, while humor appears to play an important role in 
the cross-fertilization of knowledge across 
organizational boundaries, it would be useful for future 
research to explore whether and how the type of 
boundary matters (cf. Asmuss & Oshima 2012; Bogers 
& Horst forthcoming). In particular, it would be useful 
to investigate how humor affects the obtaining and 
integration of external knowledge (West & Bogers 
forthcoming) and also how such an effect may differ for 
various stakeholders in the value network (Bogers & 
West 2012).  
Finally, our findings highlight some conditions that are 
important when “managing” humor. Previous research 
in the area of management and organization has 
identified humor as a managerial tool, with both 
positive and negative elements (Malone 1980). Our 
study illustrates how such a tool may be used for the 
micro-management of interactional processes between 
individuals. Moreover, given that suppression and 
manufacturing of humor are two overlapping 
managerial control strategies, in which humor can be 
linked to “power relations and management control 
through joking relations“ (Collinson 2002: 269), further 
exploration is required to identify how such strategies 
relate to individual social positions and rights of the 
interacting participants (Asmuss & Oshima 2012; 
Stevanovic & Peräkylä 2013; Landgrebe & Heinemann 
in press). Other perspectives, such as phycology, may 
also add to a more complete understanding of the 
attributes and types of humor (Martin 2007). More 
generally, we hope that our findings offer a basis for a 
better understanding and further investigation of the 
enabling and/or constraining role of humor in 
collaborative innovation processes.  
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ABSTRACT 
In this case study paper, we describe design work 
related to a smart phone application for mental 
well-being. The purpose of the application is to 
increase mental well-being by teaching skills that 
increase psychological flexibility and mental 
wellness. The application was already in proof-of-
concept phase and our objective was to increase its 
persuasiveness and to design new service 
scenarios. We also wanted to learn about the 
design process. The design process included two 
main activities, which were co-creation session for 
the researchers and focus group interviews with 
the potential end-users. The co-creation session 
generated five new potential service scenarios 
which were further ideated together with the focus 
group participants. It was found out that whereas 
the PSD model is suitable to describe the basic 
functionality of a persuasive system, end-users’ 
input are invaluable in the design to provide 
content and ideate new service ideas. In many 
cases the focus group interviews supported 
researchers’ understanding of the service scenarios, 
but also valuable constructive feedback and 
improvement ideas were presented. 
INTRODUCTION 
Recent studies show that the true size and burden of 
mental disorders has been significantly underestimated 
in the past. Every year over 38.2% of the total EU 
population suffer from a mental disorder (Wittchen et 
al. 2011). This corresponds to an estimated 164.7 
million persons. It is challenging to treat big population 
with traditional reactive healthcare, and thus, there is a 
need to develop more proactive patient-centred models. 
Personal health technology can be delivered with low-
cost to large groups of people, and it can be a 
competitive alternative to traditional care. 
Oiva is a mobile phone application for learning skills 
related to psychological flexibility and wellbeing 
(Ahtinen et al. 2012). It is based on Acceptance and 
Commitment Therapy (ACT) and delivers an 
intervention program in bite-sized daily sessions. It is 
targeted for working age people who suffer from stress 
and declined mental and physical well-being. ACT aims 
to increase psychological flexibility – “the ability to 
contact the present moment more fully as a conscious 
human being, and to change or persist in behaviour 
when doing so serves valued ends” (Hayes et al. 2006). 
Preliminary findings from user studies are positive, but 
more research and development is needed to design the 
solution further (Ahtinen et al. 2012). Innovation is a 
complex social activity: an iterative or spiral process 
that takes place through interactions amongst an array of 
actors and institutions involved and affected (Williams 
and Edge 1996). It has been stated that the contribution 
of different stakeholders is needed in the design process, 
because “designers study users and their usage of 
artefacts to develop better products and generate 
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knowledge that can be embedded into artefacts. Users 
generate knowledge through interpretation of this 
embedded knowledge in artefacts. They need to be able 
to understand the value, meaning, and the ways to use 
the artefact in different situations in their everyday 
lives.” (Miettinen 2011) The purpose of this study was 
to increase the persuasiveness of the Oiva and to design 
new service scenarios and shape them further in co-
operation with the potential end-users. 
DATA AND METHODS 
The design process included two main activities, a co-
creation session for the researchers and focus group 
interviews with the potential end-users. 
CO-CREATION SESSION 
A co-creation session was organised in order to increase 
the persuasiveness of the Oiva smart phone application 
and to design new service scenarios. In a co-creation 
session people work in collaboration and aim to explore 
potential directions and gather a wide range of 
perspectives in the process to be used as inspiration of 
the core design team (Stickdorn and Schneider 2011). 
Developed service scenarios were hypothetical stories 
presented using plain text and figures (Figure 1). 
Personas were incorporated within the scenario in order 
to orientate the situation being examined around a 
clearly defined character as described in Stickdorn and 
Schneider (2011). 
A design canvas based on the Persuasive Systems 
Design (PSD) model (Oinas-Kukkonen and Harjumaa 
2009) and empirical material collected from a previous 
small-scale field study were used in the design work. 
The PSD model is a framework which discusses the 
process of designing and evaluating persuasive systems, 
i.e. systems designed for changing users’ attitudes or 
behaviour or both. The basic building blocks of the 
design canvas were 1) analysis of the intention, 2) 
design of content and 3) design of functionalities. Four 
researchers participated in the co-creation session. Two 
of them were part of the original design team of the 
application and thus had more experience and 
background of the design and evaluation of the 
particular prototype. External people were not involved, 
because empirical material contained confidential user 
data. Researchers’ experiences of the design process 
were captured by writing notes during the co-creation 
session. 
FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS 
The objective of the focus groups was to get user insight 
into the five service scenarios and also ideate the 
scenarios further together with the participants. Focus 
group is a method used to design, discuss or evaluate a 
concept, product or service (Steen et al. 2008). Service 
scenarios were communicated to the participants using 
illustrations and reading out loud textual descriptions. 
After each scenario participants were asked to answer 
semi-structured interview questions, discuss certain 
topics and talk about specific themes as described in 
Steen et al. (2008). The questions and themes were on 
first impressions, benefits and disadvantages of the 
scenarios. The participants were also allowed to freely 
share their ideas and thoughts. 
Focus groups included ten participants: four in the first 
group and six in the second group. All participants were 
working in the academia and they were aged from 21 to 
50 years. The first group consisted of participants 
working on human-centred research field and they had 
previous experience of the application as it is as present, 
because they had participated in a prior field trial. The 
second group consisted of participants working in the 
electronic and information technology field and they did 
not have earlier experience of the application. 
The group discussions were recorded for later analysis 
and main points were written down. The analysis 
focused on identifying what kind of user insight 
researchers got from focus group interviews and how it 
developed the ideas further. 
 
Figure 1: Illustration used in the focus group discussions to 
communicate the idea to the participants 
RESULTS 
RESULTS OF CO-CREATION SESSION 
The PSD model helped participants to identify the 
existing persuasive functionalities of the application and 
to design new functionalities for supporting behaviour 
change. Some principles were overlapping, which was 
considered as a bit confusing. The model guided 
researchers to design a “backbone”, basic structure of a 
personalised programme with goal-setting, self-
monitoring and feedback features. Because researchers 
had empirical data collected from a previous small-scale 
field study, this material got more importance in the 
design compared to the PSD model especially when 
generating new user stories and scenarios. 
The outcome of the co-creation session was an affinity 
diagram which comprised of all new potential 
functionalities that could be included in the design of 
the smart phone application. Based on the themes five 
service concepts were created and selected for further 
discussion and development. 
  
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org          TRACK III: Social Shaping of Innovation in Organisations332 articipatory Innovati n Conference 2013, L hti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
Scenario 1: Virtual coach 
The scenario illustrates the function of the application as 
a virtual coach, which helps users to assess their current 
life situation, set goals and create a concrete plan to 
achieve these goals. Users can also get encouraging 
feedback of their progress from the coach and rehearse 
how to go through difficult life situations. The user is a 
45-year-old businessman who is stressed out and feels 
depressed. He is not able to have any time off from 
work or go to a therapist, so his wife suggests that 
application for mental well-being might be helpful.  
Scenario 2: Mental hiking 
The scenario illustrates combining the nature 
experiences with context aware contents. The user is 35-
year-old stressed man. The user is walking in the nature 
and when he arrives at a certain location the phone 
vibrates and presents a relaxation exercise. After the 
exercise, the user is able to add comments related to it.  
Scenario 3: Favourite location 
The scenario is continuation for the previous one. It 
illustrates saving the favourite places, such as beautiful 
natural attractions, using the mobile phone so they can 
be used later for relaxation or as part of an exercise. 
When the user is walking in his favourite path in the 
forest, he saves his favourite place by taking pictures or 
video and connects selected exercises to it. This place 
and exercise can be used later for relaxation. The 
location and the exercise can be shared with other users. 
Scenario 4: Training program 
The scenario illustrates a three-phased program that 
would support depressed person. Example user is a 
worn-out or depressed young woman. The program 
would contain initial, follow-up and final questionnaires 
for analysing mood and stress. Also, it would provide 
supportive examples, timed exercises and personal 
feedback which changes according to the on-going 
phase.  
Scenario 5: eHealth tool for professionals 
This scenario illustrates a tool for therapists working 
with patients. The professionals can follow their patients 
using the tool and receive information on their progress 
and effectiveness of the intervention program. 
RESULTS OF FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS 
This chapter presents each scenario and describes how 
the focus group participants responded to the ideas 
presented by the researchers. 
Designers expected that the first scenario with a virtual 
coach would help end-users to set goals, create plan for 
reaching the goals and follow the progress. It was 
difficult to develop this concept further with the 
participants since their opinions varied a lot. Their 
earlier experiences from virtual coaches, such as 
Microsoft Office Assistant, made it difficult to imagine 
how this kind of coach would function in real life. It 
was generally noticed that additional value of the 
coaching functionality depends on how it is 
implemented, especially the fact that it should not be 
irritating. They also stated that since the persona in the 
scenario did not want to discuss with a real therapist it is 
not plausible that he would like to use a virtual coach. 
On the other hand, the focus group participants 
considered that basic coaching features, such as goal 
setting and self-monitoring, would probably be really 
motivating and useful. Focus group discussion more or 
less encouraged the researchers to develop more 
coaching features but without the virtual coach. 
Designers expected that the second scenario with its 
forest environment and pre-defined paths would 
motivate end-users to use the application and help them 
to relax. Opposite to designers’ expectations, the 
participants questioned the use of smart phones in the 
forest, especially if the purpose was relaxation. They 
stated that since the persona in the scenario suffered 
from stress at work, he/she would not want to take the 
smart phone to the forest. They also emphasized the 
meaning of privacy when they are relaxing in the forest 
and they would not like to have company. Thus, they 
would not prefer a pre-defined path with fixed spots for 
doing mental exercises, but instead they would like to 
define their own path and maybe share it with their 
close friends. Negative attitude toward using the smart 
phones in the forest was not shared among all 
participants; those who had earlier experience from 
geocaching, stated that technology has its place as a 
motivator and enabler to go out in the first place. 
Similar to the first scenario it was recognised that the 
actual implementation of the innovation is important in 
this scenario and would influence on the experienced 
value by the real users. As an example, instead of a 
keyboard or touch-interface the participants would 
prefer an audio interface that would enable moving 
freely and watching the nature environment and not the 
screen. The focus group discussion encouraged the 
researchers to develop the mental well-being and nature 
experience concept further, but shaping it to provide a 
more personal experience and to use innovative user 
interaction techniques. 
Designers expected that the third scenario would help 
end-users to relax in stressful situations by providing a 
possibility to watch pictures and videos and listen 
sounds from a place that they are very familiar with, 
“their favourite place”. This scenario seemed to be the 
most attractive for the participants and many of them 
mentioned that they have a favourite place where they 
like to visit every now and then. The participants 
ideated that this place could also be abroad; a place with 
many good memories, visited on a holiday for example. 
They also ideated that a smart phone could assist to 
build this kind of virtual presentation. The participants 
were not willing to share information about their 
favourite places. On the other hand, they noticed that it 
would be useful if someone could record your favourite 
place afterwards and share it with you and therefore 
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they were also willing to do the same for the others. The 
participants pointed out that all people do not have their 
favourite places, but still, there are certain elements, 
such as nature sounds, that are already used at the 
relaxation CDs and which might provide more engaging 
experience. User involvement strengthened researchers’ 
original idea of this concept. It was also noticed that this 
concept could have potential as a separate application 
since users were really enthusiastic about the idea to 
record different places and not only to be used in mental 
well-being application. 
Designers expected that the fourth scenario would 
motivate end-users to do mental exercises by providing 
a concrete three-phased program with schedules and 
certain regular assessments. Compared to the two 
previous scenarios with nature experiences, there was 
not as much discussion about this scenario. The 
participants compared the idea to the first scenario and 
considered that this is more credible than a virtual 
coach. They also ideated that it would be good to have 
face-to-face meetings with a therapist during the 
program and it would be useful if they could monitor 
how the user has proceeded with the technology 
program. As an example, therapist could get alarms if 
the user’s mental well-being gets worse based on the 
assessments. Thus, users ideated the scenario to be very 
similar with the fifth scenario and researchers’ ideas 
related to the fifth scenario were strengthened. 
The researchers expected that the fifth scenario would 
provide value for the therapists as they could follow 
their patients’ progress and receive information about 
effectiveness of their work. Basically the participants 
did not have the needed background or expertise to 
ideate this further, but as “patients” they stated that it 
would be motivating to know that a real person is 
following your progress. They recognised some 
similarities with the fourth concept and considered that 
this scenario could be combined to that. They also stated 
that also patients should have access to different kind of 
information, because otherwise they could feel that they 
have to use this tool only for bureaucracy and they do 
not get enough value by themselves. The outcome was 
similar to scenario four; the researchers understood 
more clearly the importance to integrate the application 
with the care processes and also to provide value for all 
user groups. 
Outside all scenarios two issues arose. First of all, the 
participants were prone to think how the users can be 
motivated to use application for mental well-being. 
They considered that users should be motivated already 
in the beginning and not only after they have used the 
application for some time and feel better. They 
suggested that a health care professional or some other 
trustworthy instance should recommend application or it 
should be integrated into care processes. Another option 
would be to integrate it with other widely used and 
accepted applications, such as physical exercise 
applications. 
Secondly, the participants noticed that many of the 
scenarios were related to occupational stress, and they 
stated that also the reasons behind the problems should 
be tackled, such as poor time management. Even if 
psychological flexibility would help to prevent these 
problems, technological support could also be provided 
for improving time management. 
DISCUSSION 
The design process led to desired outcome since the 
researchers were able to create new service concepts 
and get better understanding of the future development 
actions. 
Researchers’ experiences from the co-creation session 
suggest that the PSD model or similar could be used in 
the design process to analyse and develop the basic 
structure and functionalities of the system. In addition, 
end-user insight is needed to define the actual value 
proposition of the service.  
It was found out that the third scenario was the most 
attractive for the participants, which was shown as 
enthusiasm to discuss about it and develop it further. In 
Finland, where the study was conducted, people are 
close to nature, partly because Finland is sparsely 
populated, and that might have influenced on 
participants’ attitudes towards combining mental well-
being with nature experiences. 
The focus group interviews were useful since in many 
cases they strengthened researchers’ understanding of 
the concepts, but also new ideas and constructive 
feedback arose, which was valuable for the researchers. 
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ABSTRACT 
Implementing designed or redesigned services in 
organisations requires, to some degree, a change 
within the practices of the organisation. This is an 
often underestimated challenge to service design.  
In this paper, we will present and discuss how 
service designers can use provocation to trigger 
changes in organisations, as it has the ability to 
force a shift in face (Goffman 1967) and the 
potential to motivate and enable stakeholders to 
reframe practice and initiate change initiatives. 
This is done by focusing on a service design 
project in which a provocative assignment in a co-
design workshop triggered a key stakeholder to 
implement a change in an existing service in a 
public hospital. However, we will also argue that 
provocation should be supported with a dynamic 
attitude from the designer in the social interaction. 
INTRODUCTION 
SERVICE DESIGN AND ORGANISATIONAL CHANGE 
Service design aims at developing new service 
initiatives that meet the needs of users by being 
implemented into an organisation. Implementing service 
initiatives in organisations requires either large or small 
organisational changes, which are seldom easy to 
introduce (Beer & Nohria 2000).  
The implementation of changes in an organisation 
initiated by a service design project is often considered 
as something that happens after a service concept has 
been created (E.g. Lin et al. 2011), however, in this 
paper we will argue that the implementation of changes 
also happens during the design process, e.g., through 
active involvement of stakeholders in co-design 
workshops during a service design project. 
THE CASE OF THE UNMANNED BLOOD DEPOTS 
At the in-house innovation unit Idéklinikken in the 
North Region of Denmark, service design is applied as 
an approach to improve hospital services for both 
patients and staff. In 2012, a team of service designers 
from Idéklinikken facilitated a service design project in 
collaboration with the Clinical Immunological 
Department (in the following referred to as the CID) at 
Aalborg University Hospital. The CID is responsible for 
the daily operation of the blood bank.  
The focus of the project was to redesign the service of 
two unmanned blood depots, i.e., two physical locations 
where nurses could collect bags of blood for their 
patients without assistance from staff of the CID. The 
project aimed to raise patient safety and support the 
work procedures both for nurses (the service 
consumers) and for the staff of the CID (the service 
providers).  
As part of the design process, a co-design workshop was 
facilitated for twelve participants; five nurses from 
selected units, four representatives from the CID, and 
three facilitating designers from Idéklinikken.  
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RESEARCH METHOD AND THEORY 
RESEARCH METHOD 
This paper is based on an action research project, and 
the co-design workshop was part of the data collection. 
A video camera was located to record the participants 
and their actions during the entire workshop. This 
offered the opportunity to observe the same situation 
from several different perspectives, and the video 
material became the data corpus for a subsequent 
interaction analysis (Henderson & Jordan 1995). In this 
paper, we will present and discuss a carefully selected 
episode of the co-design workshop. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
We used the concept of face (Goffman 1967) in the 
analysis of the social interaction that happened between 
the workshop participants. In Goffman’s own words 
“[t]he term face may be defined as the positive social 
value a person effectively claim for himself by the line 
others assume he has taken during a particular 
contact.” (Goffman 1967: 5). I.e., the concept of face 
describes the self-image that a person presents to others 
in a social context by acting in a certain way. The term 
line refers to a person’s verbal and non-verbal actions. 
Solving problems and performing tasks are typically 
pursued in a way that is consistent with one’s face, and 
being in-face refers to the situation where “the line [a 
person] effectively takes presents an image of him that 
is internally consistent” (Goffman 1967: 6).  
Sometimes, though, “[a] person may be said to be out 
of face when he participates in a contact with others 
without having ready a line of the kind participants in 
such situations are expected to take.” (Goffman 1967: 
7). A person will feel uncomfortable when being out of 
face and often insecure of how to react. 
In this paper, we will use the term face to describe how 
a participant in the co-design workshop reframed her 
perception of a certain practice, her professional attitude 
towards that practice, and eventually her actions. This 
resulted in a modification of the existing service in a 
direction that strived with her initial convictions. 
THE WORKSHOP SITUATION 
Prior to the co-design workshop, the design team had 
conducted interviews with nurses and observations at 
the unmanned blood depots. This fieldwork led to an 
interesting finding: Nurses sometimes collect multiple 
bags of blood from the unmanned blood depots at a 
time, even though, this is strictly forbidden by the CID. 
Some nurses collect multiple bags for a single patient, 
while others collect multiple bags for several patients.  
The CID has prohibited the collection of multiple bags 
due to 1) the risk of switching bags of blood by mistake, 
resulting in a great risk for the patients, 2) the legal 
requirements of tracing which blood bag a patient 
receives, and 3) limiting waste. The CID is therefore 
very concerned with enforcing the one-bag-at-a-time 
regulation. However, the nurses sometimes feel forced 
to collect multiple bags of blood for either one patient or 
several patients simultaneously. In some cases because a 
patient is in need of more blood instantly, in other cases 
because the units are understaffed and cannot afford to 
spend the available manpower on running up and down 
the stairs to transport blood from the unmanned blood 
depot to the patient’s bed.  
The CID is aware of the dilemma but chooses to ignore 
it. As the person in charge of the unmanned blood 
depots expresses during the workshop when faced with 
the information: “We know very well that it occurs, but 
somehow, we try not to see it, because we can’t accept 
that so much [blood] is collected.” – Department 
Biomedical Laboratory Scientist (in the following 
referred to as the DBL Scientist) from the CID. 
A PROVOCATIVE ASSIGNMENT 
The design team had prepared a workshop assignment 
which dealt with this particular finding. The assignment 
was provocative as the design team asked the 
participants to temporarily accept the nurse’s illegal 
practices and find supportive solutions. The aim was to 
address the tension between the nurses and the staff 
from the CID and to create a situation for collaborative 
exploration of the solution space. The approach can thus 
be compared to, e.g., provotypes (Boer & Donovan 
2012) that recognises that conflicts can potentially be 
valuable in the design process.    
We will present an excerpt from the conversation and 
collaboration in one of the workshop groups. The group 
consisted of the DBL Scientist from the CID, a bio-
analyst from the CID, a nurse, and a facilitating 
designer. The latter is also one of the authors of this 
paper (Fig. 1).  
 
Figure 1: The four group participants: DBL Scientist, bio-analyst, 
nurse, and designer. 
TRANSCRIPT FROM THE WORKSHOP 
Presented here is the transcript of a carefully chosen 
episode in the workshop. The titles of the group 
participants have been shortened in the following 
manner: S (DBL Scientist), B (bio-analyst), N (nurse), 
and D (designer). The conversation was originally in 
Danish but has been translated into English. We follow 
the conversation as it took place immediately after the 
facilitating designer had presented the assignment.  
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S: “This here – it is somewhat transgressive.” [S starts to 
laugh.] 
N: “Well, I have already admitted that I have no problems 
with it…” [Everyone laughs.]  
N: “Well, I have never collected multiple portions for just 
one patient. I haven’t. But I have collected for several 
patients at a time. Because that is what the resources have 
been.” [N pauses.]  
N: “But I have my own little system.”  
D: “You have the paper spit baskets.” [D refers to an earlier 
conversation in which N described how she used paper spit 
baskets as a tool to transport multiple bags of blood.] 
N: “I have the paper spit baskets.” 
[S looks down at the table and starts rubbing her face with 
her hands.] 
D: “But if we say that this is the scenario. You are allowed 
to collect for several patients.” 
N: “But I am thinking, how can you make it much safer…” 
[S uncovers her face, looks directly at N and is 
authoritarian as she says.] 
S: “But then the traceability has determined that you can 
only collect two portions at a time - and only one portion 
for each patient or two for one patient. You can only collect 
two at a time.”  
[N tries to comment, but D interrupts and approves the 
suggestion.] 
D: “We can have that rule. A maximum of two portions.” 
[The workshop participants continue the discussion of the 
dilemma. After a short period of silence, S again covers her 
face with her hands.] 
S: “It is as if I have to cross a border, somehow.” [S’s 
hands now imitate a wall in front of her face. She laughs.] 
[The group begins to discuss potential solutions until N 
suggests a new idea.] 
N: “But otherwise, each department should have a basket 
with two compartments.”  
S: “A department basket?” [S chuckles.] 
N: “Yes, but a kind where you could see that when you 
finished the procedure, you could put the transfusion 
journal and the blood bag in a compartment and …” 
S: “And then close it?” 
[The group continues to discuss the details of the basket 
idea and D draws a small sketch of it. After a while, S 
suddenly adds a suggestion to the idea.] 
S: “You could also… Well, I had the idea of two bags at a 
time… But you could also design it with four [separate 
compartments] if you’d like.” [S is calm and serious.] 
DISCUSSION 
We have observed a transformation in the face of the 
DBL Scientist during the dialogue. In the following, we 
will analyse and discuss her actions and face-change, 
how it enabled her to reframe practices and modify the 
existing service, and how the designer’s actions 
supported the process. 
FACE-CHANGE 
A tension field between the participants is uncovered, 
which is rooted in the fact that the representatives from 
the CID define the regulations, which the nurse chooses 
to violate. In addition, they are now asked to 
collectively find a solution by abandoning the existing 
regulations. Here, all participants including the 
facilitating designer have a potential risk of “loosing 
face” as all have something at stake: The representatives 
from the CID have their regulations and professional 
convictions to protect, the nurse has her needs and 
practices, and the designer has the project collaboration 
and progression of the assignment.  
The DBL Scientist’s face is particularly challenged in 
the situation because the proposed assignment 
temporarily requires her to let go of her rules and 
professional convictions. This becomes very visible as 
her immediate response to the assignment is: “This here 
– it is somewhat transgressive”, while she covers her 
face with her hands. Later, she emphasises her 
discomfort as she expresses: “It is as if I have to cross a 
border, somehow”.  
The DBL Scientist becomes out of face, and she reacts 
by being evasive towards engaging in the assignment 
and distances herself from the situation by laughing at 
the problematic issue and of her own reactions. 
However, she does open up to the assignment by 
suggesting an adjustment: “But then the traceability has 
determined that you can only collect two portions at a 
time - and only one portion for each patient or two for 
one patient”. This shows a willingness to engage in the 
assignment, and the authors of this paper believe that 
this is an attempt to maintain her face. She only 
compromises the regulation by temporarily accepting 
the collection of two bags of blood at a time, but she 
does not entirely neglect it. 
At the end of the conversation, the DBL Scientist 
suggests: “You could also… Well, I had the idea of two 
bags at a time… But you could also design it with four 
[separate compartments] if you’d like”. She is calm and 
serious while suggesting the idea, and it is as if she is no 
longer uncomfortable in the situation, even though, the 
proposal conflicts with her previous perception of how 
safety is kept. The authors of this paper believe that she 
has found a “new face” in which she again feels some 
kind of comfort. She is now suggestive, serious and 
engaged in the assignment instead of being evasive and 
laughing as when she was out of face (Fig. 2). 
Figure 2: The DBL Scientist changes her face during the workshop 
assignment. 
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FACE-CHANGE AND SERVICE CHANGE 
In this particular case, the face-change helped the DBL 
Scientist to change her perception of the nurses’ 
practices and engage actively on a more holistic level in 
solving the problem. Immediately after the workshop, 
she confronted the doctors in the management of the 
CID with the dilemma of the regulations in relation to 
the nurses’ needs. The management agreed to change 
the rules and allow the nurses from specific departments 
to collect multiple bags of blood with a safe practice. 
However, the idea of the basket was not implemented, 
but it motivated the DBL Scientist and the CID to solve 
the problem instead of simply ignoring it.  
The change was not radical and it was only one 
initiative among many which were later implemented, 
but it showed a direct link between the provocative 
assignment and the ensuing actions of the DBL Scientist 
who changed a service element due to the experiences 
from the workshop. 
PROVOKING FACE-CHANGE 
Having looked into the actions of the DBL Scientist, we 
will now look into the actions of the designer in order to 
investigate how her actions influenced the face-change. 
The first element of note is the assignment itself, which 
asked the DBL Scientist to work against her convictions 
immediately after being presented with the dilemma; 
and she was even asked to do so in collaboration with a 
nurse, who openly confessed her violations. The 
provocation was so powerful that the DBL Scientist was 
forced out of face. However, the provocation alone was 
not enough for her to find a new face.  
In order to get the DBL Scientist engaged in the 
assignment, it was important that the designer showed a 
dynamic attitude in the social interaction. When the 
DBL Scientist suggested to adjust the assignment and 
only work with the collection of two bags of blood 
instead of multiple, the designer quickly said: “We can 
have that rule. A maximum of two portions”. The 
adjustment made the assignment less provocative for the 
DBL Scientist. Additionally, it enabled idea generation 
and progression because everyone in the group accepted 
the new premises of the assignment. 
FACE-CHANGE AND UNFREEZING 
The interpretation of the DBL Scientist’s transformation 
can be related to the well-known change model: 
unfreezing, changing and refreezing (Schein 2002). The 
model is applied for managing change in organisations 
which are characterised by having a strong resistance to 
change (Weick 2000). 
What happened in the workshop can be seen as a 
process of unfreezing (the first step of the model), as it 
created a motivation for change by “balancing […] 
enough disconfirmation to arouse an optimal level of 
anxiety or guilt, without arousing so much learning 
anxiety as to cause denial, repression, projection, or 
some other defense mechanism.” (Schein 2002: 36) 
The authors believe that provocation combined with a 
dynamic and supportive attitude from the designer can 
be a concrete approach to applying unfreezing processes 
in co-design activities and thereby enable change. 
CONCLUSION 
In this paper, we have looked at how the use of 
provocation in a co-design activity triggered a key 
stakeholder to change her face, change her perception of 
a problem, and modify an existing service. The 
provocation was effective because being out of face did 
not hinder the DBL Scientist. However, one could 
assume that if the personal qualities of the DBL 
Scientist or the organisational context of the CID had 
been different, the provocation might have had a 
completely opposite effect and the out of face 
experience might have led to an angry and unengaged 
stakeholder. Another possible outcome, if the 
facilitating designer had not adjusted the assignment but 
forced the group to stick to the original idea, could be 
that the DBL Scientist had not engaged in the group 
work and maybe even tried to work against it.  
Based on this case study, we will argue that employing 
provocation in co-design activities can trigger and 
enable stakeholders to reframe practices and create 
significant changes in organisations during a service 
design process. It could, however, be interesting to 
explore how the relationship between provocation, face-
change, and organisational change can be used in other 
case studies and further investigate under what 
circumstances provocation can be applied. 
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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this paper is to understand how the 
perception of food and eating can be broadened 
through using service design tools in collaborative 
design exploration (co-design exploration) 
(Mattelmaki, Brandt, Vaajakallio, 2011). The 
paper is based on a case within the research project 
FRIDA, which focuses on changing food and 
eating from a passive to an active part of the 
kindergarten. The intention of the paper is to 
contribute to changing the food patterns through 
focusing on changing the perception of food and 
eating by working with its broad application. The 
paper discusses the use of the tool Customer 
Journey Mapping (CJM) (Moritz, 2005) as a way 
to work with the broadness of food and eating as 
an integrated part of activities and physical spaces 
in kindergartens. This is explored in a single 
architectural design case of a Danish kindergarten, 
where the pedagogues are involved in the design 
process. The experiences from the case suggest 
that the tools from service design and co-design 
exploration can help to change and enrich the 
 
perception of food and eating within Danish 
kindergartens.  
PROBLEM AREA 
Food-related problems such as childhood obesity are 
proliferating in Europe, and the branding of unhealthy 
food is heavily targeted towards children (Richelsen et. 
al., 2002). Designing to change food-related behaviour 
involves complex issues, as food and eating do not only 
involve nutritional aspects, but are interconnected to 
various physical, social, emotional and cultural factors 
(Rasmussen & Smidt, 2001). When dealing with food 
and eating in the western world, much effort has been 
invested in emphasizing the rationalization of nutrition 
and diet at the expense of cultural, gastronomic and 
culinary heritage (Haden, 2006). This way of thinking 
can, for example, be seen in the way many Danish 
public sector institutions such as hospitals and 
kindergartens are designed. The design of the physical 
spaces mainly supports the consumption of food, using 
efficiency-oriented processes more suited to 
manufacturing (Jacobsen, 2008 and Tvedebrink, Fisker, 
Kirkegaard, 2012). 
In order to strengthen the role of food and eating as an 
active part of the kindergartens' daily activities, it is 
necessary to take a holistic approach towards integrating 
a broader perspective of food and eating into the design 
of the physical spaces. This is the focus of this paper 
and the point of departure is taken in the architectural 
design process of a new Danish kindergarten. It is the 
project's thesis that a kindergarten in the Danish context 
can affect children's food-related behaviour to a high 
degree as most children spend at least half of their 
waking hours in the kindergarten, five days a week, 
spending around 45% - 70% of the mealtime together 
with pedagogues and children of the same age (Iversen,
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2011). Therefore, finding ways to integrate the broad 
perspective of food and eating as a holistic and active 
part of the kindergarten's physical space is important. 
Holistic and active in this context means that food and 
eating become a part of the whole day in the 
kindergarten, integrated in the physical spaces and 
corresponding to daily routine and activities. The term 
foodscapes, as explained by Mikkelsen (2011), is useful 
in this case as it describes the broad concept of food and 
eating as being embedded in complex physical, social 
and cultural aspects where people, spaces and food 
interact. As designers are trained to work holistically 
with wicked problems as discussed by Buchanan 
(1999), it becomes interesting to explore how design 
tools and design thinking can be utilised when working 
with food and eating from a foodscapes perspective. 
APPROACHING FOODSCAPES THROUGH 
SERVICE DESIGN  
Working with food and eating from a foodscapes 
perspective entails the need to rethink their perception 
entirely. This suggests thinking about food and eating as 
a theatre play, concert or dance, which involves 
duration, and is being performed, carried out and 
experienced (Harløv, 2013). This way of staging food 
and eating has a long history, and can for example be 
seen in the way the banquets functioned as an elaborate 
meal and social occasion through combining the skills 
of cooking, decoration, music, dancing, poetry, 
architecture (for scene construction), costume design 
and painting (Nevile, 1990). Within the field of culinary 
arts and meal science Gustafsson et al. (2006) have been 
actively contributing to this way of thinking about food 
and eating through their model for creating meal 
experience in restaurants, considering the customers' 
perspective from entering to leaving the restaurant. 
Their work was an inspiration to look into service 
design as a way to involve users' interactions and 
experience. With the growth of service design, a 
number of new visualization tools and approaches have 
appeared that have the potential to deal with broad 
perspectives, as they support the complexity of the 
different stages of the service design process. 
CJM is one such tool and aims to visualize complexities 
by taking into account the time span, activities and the 
different touchpoints (place, persons etc.) that the user 
meets, and the interconnection of those (Moritz, 2005). 
CJM is originated from Service Blueprinting, which was 
originally introduced as a tool to model the service 
processes from the customer perspective, both showing 
what the customer sees and the corresponding provider 
actions (Shostack, 1984 and Bitner et al 2008). In this 
paper we study how CJM can be utilised as a‘thing-to-
think-with’ (Brandt, 2005) when rethinking the 
perception of food and eating in kindergartens through 
co-design. This means that the tools are used as 
artefacts to help to span the gap between the different 
competencies and interests of participants in the design 
process. 
CO-DESIGN EXPLORATION 
Co-design is chosen as an approach to work with the 
perception of food and eating due to its value of 
bringing the users' insights into play as a social and 
rational idea of democracy (Ehn, 1988). The objective 
of the co-design approach in this paper is to jointly 
make sense of the broad perspective of food and eating, 
or as Lanzara (1984) describes it: collectively define 
what the relevant problem is and how to see it. 
Therefore it is initiated through open-ended 
collaboration as it allows new interpretations from the 
participants, during and after the co-design process 
(Mattelmaki, Brandt, Vaajakallio, 2011). In the case 
discussed in this paper, this means that the co-design 
process is open and allows spontaneous suggestions 
from the pedagogues on different ways to work with the 
broadness of food and eating. Thus, the facilitator has to 
be flexible and open for adjusting tools and approaches 
to help collectively understand the topic. The case is 
constructed on the basis of a thesis saying that tools 
from the field of design can support broadening the 
perception of food and eating in kindergartens. Through 
the case study we therefore seek to answer the following 
question; how can the CJM tool be utilized as a ‘thing-
to-think-with’ when rethinking the perception of food 
and eating in kindergartens? 
ARCHITECTURAL CASE - APPROACH  
The open-ended co-design exploration was carried out 
within a case focusing on the design of a physical space 
that makes food and eating an active part of the whole 
day in the kindergarten. The case was initiated within a 
12 months building project, varying from March 2012 - 
March 2013, and involved a design researcher with a 
facilitating role (the first author of this paper), an 
architect, a pedagogue-leader and pedagogues. 
Following is a description of the different stages within 
the project. Stages three and four are the main focus of 
this paper, as they deal with the CJM tool. 
1: CREATING THE FOODSCAPES VISION 
The aim of the initial phase was to create a foodscapes 
vision for the role of food and eating within the 
architectural space of the kindergarten. The vision was 
inspired by the following: a) Results from workshop 
actively involving pedagogues in mapping out problem 
areas and visioning solutions, b) Educational 
philosophies that focus on understanding the nature of 
food as a response to the lack of knowledge of food 
production, processing, cooking, tasting, seasons and 
put emphasis on exploration and discovery through the 
environment, through touching, moving, listening, 
seeing, and hearing. The foodscapes vision was 
discussed together with the pedagogues and upon 
agreement a final proposal was handed to the 
architectural firm responsible for the building process. 
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2: SKETCHING THE FIRST PROPOSAL  
Based on the vision, the process of designing the 
physical space was carried out through an ongoing oral 
and written dialogue between the architect, the design 
researcher and the pedagogue-leader. The artefacts used 
in the co-design process included visualizations of the 
architectural floor plan, sketches and inspirational 
images. 
 
Figure 1: Future Scenario-template including the CJM, the floor plan 
and the inspirational images. 
3: INTRODUCING CJM AS A CO-DESIGN TOOL 
As a part of collectively exploring ways to work with 
food and eating from a broad foodscapes perspective, 
the CJM was introduced as a tool to understand how 
food and eating relate to the pedagogical activities and 
the daily routine in the kindergarten. This tool was 
chosen as it is an experience-oriented tool that helps to 
visualize the time span and the factors affecting the 
pedagogues' and children's journey throughout the day. 
The tool was brought into the process on a request from 
pedagogue -leader, based on the lack of understanding 
of how food and eating spaces could be connected to the 
daily routine in the kindergarten. 
4: ADJUSTING THE CJM TO THE PROCESS 
To face the challenge of integrating the broadness of 
food and eating into the design process, the design 
researcher introduced a Future Scenario-template, 
visualizing the CJM adjusted to the artefacts used 
previously in the co-design dialogue: the architectural 
floor plan and the inspirational images. The template 
showed a future scenario for a single day in the 
kindergarten, representing food and eating activities as a 
part of the daily routine in the kindergarten. This 
included a description of which type of pedagogical 
food activity took place and how many pedagogues and 
children were involved. As a way to connect the 
activities and the physical space, the template visually 
showed the connection between the architectural floor 
plan and the Customer Journey by numbers. That is, 
each food pedagogical activities was visually linked to 
corresponding food and eating spaces with numbers: 1) 
Outdoor Space for growing vegetables, 2) Eating space, 
3) Kitchen and food laboratory, 4) Indoor Space for 
growing vegetables, 5) Relaxing space. 
5: THE CHANGING ROLE OF THE CJM  
The application of the CJM changed throughout the 
process, from being used within the Future scenario-
template in a dialogue between pedagogue leader and 
design researcher towards being used in a dialogue 
between the pedagogue leader the other pedagogues 
within the kindergarten. Later on in the process the 
pedagogues contacted the design researcher regarding 
ideas that were developed without the design 
researcher's involvement. The ideas included food and 
eating as an integrated part of the kindergarten. This 
showed that the pedagogues had adopted the broad 
perspective, gained a high degree of ownership, and 
thus become agents of the design process. 
HOW TO CO-EXPLORE THE BROADNESS OF 
FOOD AND EATING? 
The case study of co-exploring the broadness of food 
and eating was constructed around the following 
question; how can the CJM tool be utilized as a ‘thing-
to-think-with’ when rethinking the perception of food 
and eating in kindergartens? The results correspond to 
the following aspects presented below. 
VISUALIZING COMPLEXITY AND UNCOVERING 
INTERCONNECTED ISSUES  
As described earlier in the paper, the CJM tool has the 
ability to visualize complexities by taking into account 
the interconnection of the time span, the activities and 
the different touchpoints. Working with the CJM tool in 
an open-ended collaboration made it possible to 
systematically build on the knowledge in line with the 
users' learning curve and thereby step by step integrate 
the many complex foodscapes aspects. First through 
using the architectural floor plan as a ‘thing-to-think-
with’, with focus on the touchpoints within the physical 
space: 1) Outdoor Space for growing vegetables, 2) 
Eating space etc. Thereafter through using the 
combination of the architectural floor plan and the CJM 
tool, connecting the physical space-touchpoints with the 
pedagogical activities over a one day time span. This 
helped unrevealing interconnected issues as how the 
food and eating spaces related to the pedagogical 
activities, and showed that when designing foodspaces 
it benefits the process to involve focus on food activities 
over time instead of only involving focus on the 
physical spaces. 
EMPOWERING PARTICIPANTS 
As the CJM tool visualized activities seen from the 
users' point of view, it empowered the pedagogues to 
take part in the discussion, because it directly related to 
their daily activities in opposition to e.g. an architectural 
floor plan, which is more abstract and is not familiar to 
the pedagogues to the same degree. Thereby the 
discussion evolved from being two-dimensional towards 
being three-dimensional, meaning that the co-design 
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dialogue moved from focusing on spatiality towards 
focusing on the ‘being’ in the space. This aspect and the 
democratic way of involving the pedagogues in co-
exploring the broadness of food and eating created a 
strong sense of ownership. Through the co-exploration 
the pedagogues were on an equal level to the designer 
and contributed to shaping the process by suggesting 
new approaches. Thereby it became easier for the 
pedagogues to adopt the broad food and eating 
perspective and become agents of the process, which is 
a crucial aspect for enabling change of food patterns in 
kindergartens. 
REFRAMING PRACTICE  
Working with a tool that visualized the time-span and 
activities helped to shift the pedagogues’ focus from the 
mere consumption aspect, forcing them to consider how 
the food and eating spaces could relate to parts of the 
day that were outside the mealtime. This change 
towards a broader integration of food and eating 
brought important aspects into the dialogue, as how the 
pedagogues could rethink their daily roles according to 
the spaces when working with aspects as food 
production, processing and cooking. This showed that 
the CJM tool supported reframing of the pedagogical 
practice in regards to how food and eating could 
become a part of the pedagogical role and activities 
involving the children. Thus the CJM tool had become a 
tool for the pedagogues to relate to and reflect upon 
their own practice. 
CONCLUSION 
The paper shows that design tools from service design 
and co-design exploration can support broadening the 
perception of food and eating in kindergartens. 
Applying the tools as ‘things to think with’ enables this 
by supporting communication and participation of the 
relevant stakeholders across the design process. The 
findings are a step towards discovering ways to work 
with the wicked challenge of changing food and eating 
patterns by dealing with the complex interconnected 
factors. The CJM tool has been crucial in making those 
aspects an explicit and tangible part of the design 
process, and thereby made it possible to work with the 
broad perception of food and eating. By being a 
platform for participation, visualization tools can help to 
empower participants and lead to new understandings 
among them, as well as reframe understandings, 
practices and professional roles. This emphasizes a 
continued exploration of how service design tools can 
be applied when working with food and eating. 
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TRACK IV
 Participatory Business Design
Bringing people with different backgrounds together is a powerful way of 
discovering new business opportunities. The papers in this track focus on how 
people with different stakes, different horizons of imagination, and different means 
of expressing their views can engage in truly participatory processes of business 
design, and on which results this can yield. In two earlier PIN-Conferences 
authors have reported on new, successful methods (tangible, visual etc.) for 
involving stakeholders in business model innovation. In this year’s conference 14 
papers contribute with four broader perspectives:
1. Networked Business Design – At the core of participatory innovation is 
the challenge of bringing together a spread of stakeholders to transform 
business. These papers explore untraditional ways of doing this in 
out-of-the ordinary contexts.
2. Innovation Brokering – The following set of papers investigates the 
challenges of those people that initiate business innovation – the role 
we often take ourselves. Innovation brokers negotiate with stakeholders, 
organize workshops and facilitate participation.
3. Actionable Information – Business innovation relies on knowledge about 
the world outside the organization, but to bring such contradictory and 
provocative knowledge into the company is difficult. The authors of 
these papers discuss what it means to ‘contextualize’ information, and 
how visualization, tangibility and arts can help making information 
actionable.
4. Business Design Support – The last set of papers in this track explore 
in what ways it is possible to support organizations in innovating their 
business. Innovation labs, experience exchange and teaching take 
important roles in transforming innovation practices.
The authors of these papers include an exciting combination of business 
people (who innovate business models), designers and artists (who visualise 
futures to spur dialogue), and design and business researchers (who share new 
ideas and insights).
chairs Tuomo Uotila, LUT LSI
 Jacob Buur, SPIRE
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ABSTRACT 
Societal challenges of today (e.g. aging) are 
complex and often require systemic solutions to be 
addressed. To address these challenges, various 
expertise and knowledge are required; in this 
sense, collaborative network projects have a lot of 
potential in offering a systemic solution. 
Design workshops (synchronous collaboration) are 
often used to achieve progress in such projects. In 
this paper we introduce asynchronous 
collaboration, which can occur anytime, anywhere 
through the use of social media. We have probed 
Instagram as a ‘ready-made’ social media platform 
within two collaborative network project case 
studies. This was done to experiment with 
asynchronous collaboration and knowledge sharing 
in addition to design workshops.  
Both cases were evaluated through focus groups 
that indicated how social media has the potential to 
enable actors to cross-field boundaries, inspire 
each other, and in this way enrich the design 
process within asynchronous collaboration.  
Our contribution with this work is two-fold: on the 
one hand, we aim to inspire and show how 
collaborative network projects can benefit from 
asynchronous collaboration in addition to 
synchronous collaboration. On the other hand, we 
hope to contribute to the creation of specific social 
media platforms as tools for supporting 
asynchronous collaboration within collaborative 
networks.  
1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 BACKGROUND 
Societal challenges, also referred to as ‘wicked 
problems’ (Rittel et al. 1973), are known for their 
complex and dynamic nature. In order to be fully 
addressed, societal challenges require solutions that can 
bring about systemic change within society (Mont 2002, 
Tan et al. 2006, van Gent et al. 2011). Product Service 
System (PSS) design seems to be a promising concept 
when dealing with ‘wicked problems’ (Baha et al. in 
press).  
In order to instigate this systemic change a collaborative 
network that consists of various actors (e.g. producers, 
stakeholders, opinion leaders, and consumers) is needed 
to support the creation of the PSS (Tomico et al. 2011). 
The underlying idea of collaborative networks is that 
different actors can bring in key knowledge and 
expertise into the system, increasing the likelihood of 
creating a meaningful innovative solution. Collaborative 
networks are known for a horizontal hierarchy, lacking 
a clear leading actor (Chesbrough et al. 2006, Mandell 
& Keast 2007, Howden 2007). 
Working within collaborative networks, in contrary to 
cooperative or coordinative networks, can be complex 
and risky due to the following factors (Mandell & Keast 
2007, Stompff 2012): 
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ABSTRACT 
Societal challenges of today (e.g. aging) are 
complex and often require systemic solutions to be 
addressed. To address these challenges, various 
expertise and knowledge are required; in this 
sense, collaborative network projects have a lot of 
potential in offering a systemic solution. 
Design workshops (synchronous collaboration) are 
often used to achieve progress in such projects. In 
this paper we introduce asynchronous 
collaboration, which can occur anytime, anywhere 
through the use of social media. We have probed 
Instagram as a ‘ready-made’ social media platform 
within two collaborative network project case 
studies. This was done to experiment with 
asynchronous collaboration and knowledge sharing 
in addition to design workshops.  
Both cases were evaluated through focus groups 
that indicated how social media has the potential to 
enable actors to cross-field boundaries, inspire 
each other, and in this way enrich the design 
process within asynchronous collaboration.  
Our contribution with this work is two-fold: on the 
one hand, we aim to inspire and show how 
collaborative network projects can benefit from 
asynchronous collaboration in addition to 
synchronous collaboration. On the other hand, we 
hope to contribute to the creation of specific social 
media platforms as tools for supporting 
asynchronous collaboration within collaborative 
networks.  
1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 BACKGROUND 
Societal challenges, also referred to as ‘wicked 
problems’ (Rittel et al. 1973), are known for their 
complex and dynamic nature. In order to be fully 
addressed, societal challenges require solutions that can 
bring about systemic change within society (Mont 2002, 
Tan et al. 2006, van Gent et al. 2011). Product Service 
System (PSS) design seems to be a promising concept 
when dealing with ‘wicked problems’ (Baha et al. in 
press).  
In order to instigate this systemic change a collaborative 
network that consists of various actors (e.g. producers, 
stakeholders, opinion leaders, and consumers) is needed 
to support the creation of the PSS (Tomico et al. 2011). 
The underlying idea of collaborative networks is that 
different actors can bring in key knowledge and 
expertise into the system, increasing the likelihood of 
creating a meaningful innovative solution. Collaborative 
networks are known for a horizontal hierarchy, lacking 
a clear leading actor (Chesbrough et al. 2006, Mandell 
& Keast 2007, Howden 2007). 
Working within collaborative networks, in contrary to 
cooperative or coordinative networks, can be complex 
and risky due to the following factors (Mandell & Keast 
2007, Stompff 2012): 
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• Stakeholder (inter)dependency: Actors within 
collaborative networks are often strongly dependent 
on each other, which makes reaching consensus 
difficult. 
• Cross-cultural boundaries: Actors may have 
different incentives or perspectives on how the 
project should be framed. Also, jargon can limit 
communication between actors.  
• Unpredictability: Actors sometimes may quit the 
network or become redundant whilst new actors 
emerge.  
• Availability of time and attention: (Project) activities 
are often not a prime directive of actors but rather 
additional tasks to their normal schedule, making it 
hard to consolidate on meetings or participation. 
• Legitimacy: Because of the horizontal hierarchy, 
often actors find themselves in a democratic 
innovation process, being a compromise. In 
particular, when the value proposition is not clear or 
defined, actors may find themselves in a position 
where they lack power or legitimacy to lead the 
actors towards a successful design process, 
especially when they are not in charge of vital 
resources. 
In short, for actors in a collaborative network it is 
essential to form strong interpersonal connections. 
These connections can be influenced by actively sharing 
data, knowledge, demonstrate competencies, and 
collaboratively sensing and exploring the design 
landscape (Howden 2007). Usually, these activities are 
done within workshops (‘synchronous’ events). By 
putting the user central in the innovation design process, 
these workshops enable a joint practice within the 
collaborative network.  (Sanoff 2006, Soini 2006, 
Mattelmäki 2007, Buur & Matthew 2008, Tomico et al. 
2011).  
However, when the multi-stakeholder innovation 
process is only based on ‘synchronous moments’, in 
which actors can collaborate and discuss, multiple 
disadvantages appear: 
• Isolation/De-contextualization of knowledge: 
Workshops allow for limited time and often de-
contextualize the actors from context, from which 
otherwise interesting or valuable knowledge can be 
shared. 
• Retaining momentum: often, long time gaps may 
appear in between workshops. This makes it hard to 
retain momentum and keep actors engaged within 
the project, thus undermining the creation of 
interpersonal connections. 
• (Mis)communication issues: in order for actors with 
different backgrounds to collectively explore and 
reach consensus, assumptions and 
miscommunications need to be eliminated. 
However, the frequency of workshops is usually 
insufficient to deal with this issue. 
In this paper, we address the disadvantages of only 
deploying synchronous collaboration moments by using 
social media as a tool to support ‘asynchronous 
collaboration’; meaning that actors do not need to share 
the same space and time in order to collaborate. 
Therefore, we are interested in finding ways that enable 
actors to share knowledge anytime, anywhere. 
The rapid use of social networking sites (such as 
Facebook), and media-sharing technology (such as 
YouTube), and their increasing availability in mobile 
platforms, is changing the way that we are 
communicating with each other. Social media are 
changing the way that information is passed across our 
societies and around the world. The concept of social 
media has been widely explored in business creation to 
create better communication platforms between 
consumers-producers, consumers-consumers, and 
producers-producers (Kaplan & Haenlein 2010). Social 
media allow for bi-directional or multi-directional forms 
of knowledge sharing among actors. On the contrary, 
traditional knowledge management or consumer 
research methods within design often use one-
directional form to gather or spread data. In other 
words, social media enable a more democratic way of 
knowledge management within multi-stakeholder 
innovation. The diffusion of social media enabled 
devices makes the use of social media attractive to share 
tacit knowledge (knowledge from in situ) within actors 
in a collaborative network. Another advantage of social 
media can be that they empower all the actors to equally 
contribute in sharing their knowledge and/or 
perspective. 
1.2 OBJECTIVE 
Our work departs from the idea that social media has 
potential to serve as a knowledge sharing platform 
supporting asynchronous collaboration between actors 
within collaborative networks. With our research we 
aim to investigate to what extent social media can 
support asynchronous collaboration within collaborative 
networks and for design.  Moreover, we are interested to 
find out whether the design workshops’ limitations can 
be compensated by the use of social media. 
1.3 STRUCTURE OF THIS PAPER 
This paper is structured in five sections. We start by 
explaining our research approach and methodology 
(section 2.1). We then present a social media selection 
study and motivate the platform that we have selected 
for this research (section 2.2). In the following section 
we introduce two collaborative network case studies, 
each related to a different societal challenge (section 
3.1).  Then we explain how our investigation 
(asynchronous collaboration through social media) was 
set up and executed (section 3.2). In section four we 
present the results of each case study (sections 4.1 and 
4.2). Based on focus groups, after each experiment, we 
drive conclusions and discuss them in section five. 
Finally, in section six, we define our future work. 
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2. RESEARCH APPROACH AND 
METHODOLOGY 
2.1 CASE STUDY (PROBING AND FOCUS GROUP) 
We performed two case study experiments using 
existing, real life, collaborative networks (Yin 2008). To 
include complexity as a dimension in our research, we 
selected a large and a small collaborative network. In 
both case studies, an existing social media platform was 
probed and reflected upon together with the involved 
collaborative network actors, within a focus group 
(Mattelmäki 2007, Berg & Lune 2011).  
2.2 SELECTING A SOCIAL MEDIA PLATFORM 
A social media platform was selected and used as a 
‘ready-made’ probe. Since there are many social media 
platforms available, a set of requirements was defined 
and used to select the most appropriate platform for our 
study. The following requirements were considered in 
our selection process based on design guidelines for 
knowledge sharing tools, provided by Burg et al. 
(2008):  
• Accessibility: The social media platform should 
allow the actors to capture/record knowledge in any 
context.  
• Presentation: The sharing platform should focus on 
conveying media input visually rather than having a 
pure textual orientation. 
• Efficiency: Capturing knowledge should be done 
efficiently without interfering with the actors’ daily 
life. 
• Compatibility: The social media platform should be 
available for multiple devices; to capture, share, or 
view knowledge from. 
Based on the requirements, the following social media 
platforms were evaluated: Instagram, Evernote, Twitter, 
Pinterest, and Yammer. In the end, Instagram was 
chosen as the platform to be probed. Instagram enables 
actors to share and communicate knowledge through 
photos, related captions, and additional comments (from 
both the uploader and viewers). Adding both captions 
and comments to the photo, in context, makes 
knowledge more concrete and understandable, enabling 
other actors to relate to it more easily (see Figure 1). In 
addition to captions and comments, the uploader can 
associate hashtags to each photo. Hashtags enable 
organization, (semantic) grouping of the photo 
collection and offer the possibility of filtering it through 
Instagram’s internal search engine (Hashtag 2013). 
3. CASE STUDY SETUP AND EXECUTION 
3.1 SOCIETAL CHALLENGES AS CASE STUDIES 
Two ongoing projects aimed at addressing societal 
challenges were selected and used as cases for our 
research. The projects related to the societal challenges: 
aging (case 1) and energy saving (case 2). Below we 
describe each case in detail followed by our experiment 
design for the case. 
3.1.1 DESCRIPTION CASE 1 (GREY BUT MOBILE) 
The first case study was performed within the project 
Grey but Mobile (GbM), as part of the Dutch national 
‘Creative Industry Scientific Program’ (CRISP 2010). 
The goal of GbM is to address the societal challenge of 
aging and care in relation to mobility and social 
participation of elderly in the Netherlands, using PSS 
solutions. GbM attempts to instigate meaningful change 
in the society by designing solutions within a 
collaborative network, consisting of various actors 
based on a quadruple helix innovation model. This 
model includes the industry, the public sector, 
knowledge institutions, and societal representatives 
(active citizens) (Carayannis & Campbell 2009, Tomico 
et al. 2011). Two design workshops within the GbM 
project formed the context of our first case study 
(probing Instagram to support asynchronous 
communication). 
3.1.2 DESCRIPTION CASE 2 (ENERGY CONSUMPTION) 
The second case study took place within an industrial 
design MSc graduation project, aimed at stimulating 
energy saving behavior within the campus of Eindhoven 
University of Technology (TU/e). The student, who 
initiated the project, wanted to design a PSS solution to 
address this societal challenge. However, at that 
moment, the project was yet to be framed in terms of 
specific context and direction. In order to frame the 
project and define interesting directions, Instagram was 
probed as a collaborative tool to gather different 
perspectives on energy consumption within TU/e. In 
practice, a small team was formed between the student 
and an involved design researcher to benefit from 
multiple perspectives. 
 
Figure 1: By adding a caption the moment after a photo was taken, 
actors have the possibility to concretize their knowledge about the 
captured content, e.g. relating to a personal experience, a special 
insight or explaining what is happening. The hashtag #gbmstory was 
part of the setup of the first case study; it was added to define and 
categorize this knowledge as a design opportunity. 
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3.2 SETTING UP THE CASE STUDIES 
In this section we describe the separate setup of the two 
case studies. 
3.2.1 SETUP CASE 1 (GREY BUT MOBILE) 
An electronic probe package was designed, consisting 
of the ‘ready-made’ Instagram app, an assignment brief, 
and a manual of use of the probe (see Figure 2). The 
package was then distributed through e-mail to the GbM 
collaborative network actors after the first workshop. 
Four out of ten invited participants (around 50% of the 
network) were included in this study. These were: the 
first author, an innovation manager from a care 
organization, an innovation manager from a public 
transport company, and an account manager from the 
municipality. The actors were asked to collect and 
share: project inspiration, context related experts and 
current problems elderly face within the society. 
Moreover, a set of three categories of hashtags were 
defined and used to collaboratively explore the design 
space: 
• #GbMinspiration: Projects that have been done in 
the past or other material that can inspire the 
network in addressing the societal challenge. 
• #GbMexperts: People with expertise from which the 
network can benefit. 
• #GbMstory: Situations or challenges elderly people 
currently deal with, meant to give the network a 
more empathic orientation. 
After sending the electronic package (see Figure 2), all 
actors were contacted to confirm: package reception, 
acceptance of the assignment, and understanding of the 
brief. The participants had one and a half weeks to 
upload the required materials before meeting again in a 
design workshop. The collected results would be used 
for supporting the second workshop by putting them on 
an ‘inspiration wall’ for co-design purposes. Within this 
workshop, the collaborative network would co-design 
PSS concepts. 
At the end of the second workshop, a focus group was 
organized to get more insight on how Instagram 
contributed to asynchronous collaboration in between 
the two workshops. In addition, individual interviews 
were held with each experiment participant to get more 
insights on how the Instagram platform was received, 
and to what extent it was useful for asynchronous 
collaboration in between and for the workshop(s).  
3.2.2 SETUP CASE 2 (ENERGY CONSUMPTION) 
Before our social media experiment, the MSc graduate 
had executed a ‘photo safari’ (Broberg et al. 2011), with 
his photo camera, with the aim of exploring how energy 
was used in TU/e. This allowed room to compare the 
two techniques. In this case study, Instagram was used 
intensively for three days, allowing the designer and the 
design researcher to share their perspectives and 
findings in how energy is being consumed within 
various locations of the TU/e campus. This was to 
uncover behavioral patterns and infrastructural-
/unforeseen uses of energy within different activities in 
different contexts.  
Before starting the probing session, a hands-on training 
was provided with examples on how to capture tacit 
knowledge and make it explicit through adding 
captions, comments or hashtags. We added this step to 
the probing experiment based on the knowledge that 
was gained from the previous case study experiment 
design. 
After the three days, the collaborative network actors 
joined forces in a meeting in which they co-explored 
interesting aspects of the collected material. The 
uploaded photos, were analyzed and discussed while 
being displayed through a browser, using a third party 
client of Instagram, Pinstagram (Pictacular 2012). After 
the analysis, the participants had a focus group to reflect 
upon the use of social media for asynchronous 
collaboration within this experiment. 
In addition, the MSc graduate who had executed the 
‘photo safari’ was asked to write down a reflection in 
which he would compare the two approaches (photo 
camera vs. Instagram) and elaborate on his subjective 
experience of using social media within a small 
collaborative network for design exploration. 
4. RESULTS 
4.1 CASE STUDY 1 (GREY BUT MOBILE) 
The participating actors uploaded their previous elderly 
related projects as inspiration to convey what they have 
been doing in the past. Because of the social media 
probe, two actors were triggered to share documents 
about their earlier pilot projects with other actors in the 
collaborative network. Concretely, one actor uploaded 
four different photos spread over the three categories 
(Inspiration, Experts, and Story). The second actor 
uploaded seven inspirational sources, the third actor 
uploaded eight photos divided over the three categories. 
The fourth actor was not uploading any material. This 
was observed by the other actors who then decided to 
get in contact with the former.  
Figure 2: Pages from the manual that was provided to the participants 
through e-mail. 
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For the description of the uploaded materials, 
participants used short keywords, similar to hashtags, to 
express their inspirational sources. The pictures by 
themselves generally conveyed enough information 
about what they were about, suggesting the focus and 
intention of the actors to some extent. We also observed 
that whenever an actor, for any reason, did not share 
anything on Instagram, the social media context 
provided an indication that this actor required attention. 
Compared to traditional workshops (synchronous 
events), this type of collaboration provides organizers 
with instant/dynamic information that might be of use 
for their facilitation role. 
The photos were presented on an ‘inspiration wall’ 
during the second workshop, which allowed participants 
to reflect upon each other’s work (see Figure 3). The 
contents of the uploaded photos indicate that actors 
mainly share projects related to their own expertise, 
giving little attention to customer needs or expertise 
from other fields. The content of the photo material, to 
some extent, reflects the expertise/knowledge of each 
actor, indirectly indicating what is missing for the 
project. In addition it shows which actors require more 
intensive facilitation, during the workshop, to open up 
for better collaboration. 
These findings also raised awareness that most actors 
still require support in crossing the boundaries of their 
field (acculturate) in order to get better insights in the 
‘wicked problem’ and the needs of future customers. 
One of the societal representatives acknowledged that 
many organizations currently have a tunnel vision, due 
to which they fall into recurring thinking patterns, 
leading to repeat conventional solutions. The focus 
group and separate actor interviews revealed that the use 
of a visually oriented social media platform forced 
actors to work and think differently. Actors were used to 
be ‘thinking on paper’ and to share largely textual 
materials rather than concretizing and showing their 
ideas through pictures and captions. The time-
effectiveness of asynchronous collaboration was 
acknowledged within the focus group: 
Innovation Manager from care organization: {The problem 
with every organization is time and money... Time seems to 
be shorter when you're working with different 
organizations.} 
Using social media for asynchronous collaboration was 
also appreciated: 
Manager of Infrastructure within the municipality: 
{Normally, we have a tunnel vision, the idea of the tool is to 
keep you reflecting on the project. We connect with the 
project through notes and pictures} 
Still, most of the participants found difficulties in using 
their smartphone for social media. They mentioned that 
this was because of a ‘generation gap’. In addition, 
some of the actors were not sure about how they could 
reply within the browser, despite stating before that they 
knew how to use the platform before the session started. 
4.2 CASE STUDY 2 (ENERGY CONSUMPTION) 
The second experiment added valuable insights within 
the advantages of using social media as a tool for co-
exploration. The participant, who had performed a 
‘photo safari’ before, stated: 
{I regret I didn’t find out about this tool sooner} 
Social media allowed him to get out of his own tunnel 
vision, enrich and co-reflect his perspective with others. 
Concretely, there were over fifty photos shared within 
the small collaborative network. The ability to add 
context to the photo through comments and hashtags 
was especially appreciated by the participating actor 
within this session. This allowed the photos ‘to speak’ 
in contrast to the previous ‘photo safari’, in which it was 
often forgotten what exactly was meant with a photo, or 
why was it captured in the first place.  
The ability to add captions also made it easier to discuss 
the context of the photo, and exchange subjective 
interpretations and experiences (see Figure 1). For the 
analysis, photos were displayed on a large TV screen 
using Pinstagram within a browser. Meanwhile the 
 
Figure 3: The ‘inspiration wall’ created from the Instagram probe 
results during the second workshop. 
 
Figure 4: Instagram probe analysis session. On the right: probe results 
displayed on screen; on the left: post-its used to capture and group the 
subjective insights. 
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designers physically captured tacit knowledge by 
writing on post-its and grouping them (see Figure 4). By 
looking at the context from different perspectives, the 
design exploration got much richer in terms of creating 
new and increasing awareness about certain energy use 
behavior. It provided rich content for dialogue about the 
design context. Or as the designer who performed the 
‘photo safari’ puts it: 
{To conclude, it was the very format of the session that 
contributed to its success: it was an open, group discussion 
centered not just on a central theme (the one of my project) 
but around our own creations and point of views (the 
photos). This ownership element stimulated participation and 
sharing of information coming also from our own experience 
and personal life as well.} 
5. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
We have probed Instagram as a ‘ready-made’ social 
media platform to support asynchronous collaboration 
within collaborative networks. This was done within 
two projects that aimed to address societal challenges. 
In the remaining parts of this section we draw 
conclusions and discuss them one by one. 
5.1 ASYNCHRONOUS COLLABORATION  
5.1.1 THE ACTORS 
Asynchronous collaboration, probed by using 
Instagram, proved to lower the threshold for the actors 
to get engaged in collaborative projects, contributing to 
retain project momentum to some extent. In particular, 
we found out that the social media platform Instagram, 
enabled informal and low effort communication through 
surprise and dialogue. This communication is based on 
sharing knowledge through captioned and tagged 
photos, representing situations, people, ideas or even 
other sources of knowledge (e.g. books). 
5.1.2 THE ORGANIZERS 
Instagram was found to be useful by the project 
organizers due to the instant/dynamic sharing of 
knowledge among the actors. This allowed the 
organizers to anticipate on the shared knowledge and 
modify the structure of workshops accordingly (section 
4.1). In addition, since knowledge is instantly shared 
across the collaborative network, the organizers did not 
have to actively distribute it to each actor. 
5.1.3 THE PROJECT 
The case studies indicate that projects can benefit from 
rich discussions due to asynchronous collaboration 
possibilities enabled through social media. The 
introduction of social media in the projects resulted in 
actors: bringing in more knowledge, uncovering their 
interest, and increasing their availability for the project.  
These elements, benefited the project by improving the 
systemic understanding of the ‘wicked problems’, and 
shifting towards a more user-driven approach. 
5.2 INSTAGRAM 
5.2.1 PROS 
Within the two experiments, the use of social media 
platform Instagram benefited actors and organizers in 
the following ways:  
• It provides more interaction moments, as there is no 
need to make appointments: content can be uploaded 
to the platform and shared with others at all times. 
This potentially allows to save up more time for the 
PSS project. 
• It allows the actors to go more in depth in the project 
due to the possibility to contribute more (in situ) 
knowledge and expertise, while using the workshops 
for having face-to-face reflection/interaction. 
• It enables informal and low effort communication 
thanks to the introduction of comment-based 
dialogue and the combination of photos, captions 
and hashtags. We observed this to be a motivating 
factor for actors to get more engaged within the 
collaboration. 
• The additional knowledge that is shared by actors 
through Instagram creates a common knowledge 
source for actors to reflect upon during meetings. 
This improves the quality of communication and 
understanding of each other’s incentives for 
collaboration.  
• The possibility to add hashtags and captions to a 
photo after capturing was found most appealing by 
the designer from the second case study (section 
4.2). Through description, the photo becomes 
concretized based upon the actor’s view in an 
(actual) context.  
5.2.2 CONS 
We encountered the following cons when using 
Instagram for asynchronous collaboration: 
• Instagram as a social media platform only facilitates 
photo sharing, whereas participants from the first 
case study all expressed the need to also share other 
types of files, especially documents. 
• While Instagram has a relatively quick learning 
curve for use, a possible ‘generation gap’ was 
expressed by some actors above forty years old.  
• Some actors found the lack of privacy over uploaded 
content to Instagram disturbing. Please note that 
Instagram does not ensure a closed network that 
provides full ownership over uploaded content.  
• Instagram does not have many features for 
representing the shared knowledge. This led us to 
rely on ‘Pinstagram’ for structuring the photos for 
analytic purposes. In addition, we used Post-it’s for 
reflecting and drawing relations between the shared 
knowledge.  
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5.2.3 UNEXPLORED OPPORTUNITIES 
The possibility to initiate a discussion within the 
commenting system of Instagram remained largely 
unused in both case studies, while it does show potential 
in further exploiting the shared knowledge. The authors 
are interested to see whether social media can also 
contribute to asynchronous dialogue within 
participatory innovation (Buur & Matthews 2008). 
We still lack clear guidelines on how we can encourage 
participants in using the social media platform to share 
knowledge and to motivate people in discussing about 
this knowledge. Some insights can be gained through 
the works of Gupta & Govindarajan (2000), who 
distinguish five factors that determine whether 
knowledge will be shared. 
5.3 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
Finally, we would like to provide a few general 
recommendations for deploying asynchronous 
collaboration in collaborative network projects, using 
social media:  
• To ensure satisfying outcomes when deploying 
social media for asynchronous collaboration, we 
strongly recommend to provide a brief hands-on 
training beforehand.  
• Before deploying asynchronous collaboration within 
a collaborative network project, we recommend 
project organizers to first negotiate with the actors 
how asynchronous collaboration could benefit the 
project. 
6. FUTURE WORK 
We are interested in similar case studies that can 
contribute in exploring to what extent social media can 
be used within open or participatory innovation. This 
study has also inspired us to do research on how tools 
such as cultural probes can be innovated using social 
media. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents the case study of an applied 
research project called “Safety in the family” 
(Politecnico di Milano), which investigated the 
potential of packaging as non-conventional 
medium for social communication campaigns; in 
particular, it focused on design experimentations 
with visual languages, styles and rhetoric, aiming 
at conveying awareness-raising messages on home 
safety, through corrugated cardboard pizza boxes. 
The research project was developed as a 
participative arena: packaging design represented a 
shared “platform” through which a preferential, 
design-mediated interaction was developed for the 
purposes of participatory innovation, with an 
active contributions by all the stakeholders. 
From a theoretical point of view, this paper 
outlines how Design, and particularly 
Communication Design, may effectively support a 
process of participatory innovation in packaging 
supply chain; moreover, it confirms social 
objectives as a significant opportunity for 
innovation in the packaging industry, allowing a 
renewal of the paper and cardboard products 
identity and perceived quality. 
INTRODUCTION 
Packaging is a complex artefact with multiple functions 
and a dual nature: it is an object of use with practical 
functions and, at the same time, a communication 
device with appellative, persuasive, informative, 
prescriptive purposes and so on (Bucchetti 1999; 2005; 
Ferraresi 1999). 
Packaging is thus considered as the convergence and 
blend of skills, perspectives and necessities expressed 
by the various stakeholders involved in its production: 
manufacturers and converters, consortia and trade 
associations, users and end consumers, designers, and so 
on (Ciravegna 2010).  Packaging design is, for all those 
involved in its creation, a sort of shared “platform” 
through which a preferential, design-mediated 
interaction can be developed for the purposes of a 
“participatory” innovation by the entire supply chain 
(Celaschi 2008a; 2008b; Celaschi and Deserti 2007; 
Celaschi et al. 2009; Verganti 2008; 2009).  
Taking these considerations as starting point, this paper 
presents a research project carried out at the Politecnico 
di Milano, which investigated the potential of cardboard 
packaging as non-conventional medium for social 
communication campaigns. Specifically, a pizza box in 
corrugated cardboard was used for design 
experimentation, with the objective of using it to convey 
messages to raise awareness about home safety.  
In order to allow a change in the “linguistic register” for 
the packaging used in this experiment, a collaborative 
process was established among the various players in 
the paper supply chain (trade associations/consortia, 
paper manufacturers and converters) and other parties 
(researchers and university professors, designers, 
semiologists, safety experts), who all contributed to the 
development of the project, by providing their own 
competencies and points of view.  
Participatory design – also known as “cooperative 
design” and commonly meant as an approach that 
attempts to actively involve all the stakeholders in the 
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design process to ensure that products or services meet 
their needs and desires – enabled us to assign a new 
value (public utility) to the cardboard pizza package. 
This allowed a renewal of the product’s identity and 
perceived quality; also, social objectives were 
confirmed as a significant opportunity for innovation in 
the packaging industry. 
 
CASE STUDY: A CARDBOARD PIZZA BOX 
TO RAISE AWARENESS ON HOME SAFETY 
In October 2011, the Design Department of Politecnico 
di Milano launched the research programme, “Sicurezza 
in famiglia” (“Safety in the family” – scientific 
coordination of prof. Valeria Bucchetti), financed by the 
Italian Consortium for the Recovery and Recycling of 
Cellulose-based Packaging (Comieco), which is an 
organisation that is particularly active within the paper 
industry, financing projects to support qualitative and 
quantitative improvements to the sector. The research 
was developed with the aim of experimenting with 
visual languages, to be conveyed through cardboard 
packaging (pizza boxes) to sensitise on the subject of 
home-safety. 
The choice of working on corrugated cardboard 
packaging, together with home safety (a topic 
apparently far from it), was due to the assumption that 
pizza box is so widespread in homes that potentially it 
could be used as a medium to sensitise people directly 
in their own houses. Also, corrugated cardboard is 
currently perceived as a “poor” material and still not 
completely exploited from the point of view of printing 
techniques: the idea then was to attempt to innovate it 
(and, with it, all its supply chain) by adding to the pizza 
box a new value of mass medium, in particular with a 
purpose of public utility. 
Along with the research programme, a process of 
participatory innovation was set in motion, by involving 
- as active part of decision making - some stakeholders 
from the cardboard packaging supply chain (specifically 
the two biggest Italian pizza box producers, the 
Comieco consortium and the Gifco association as 
representative of the corrugated cardboard sectors), 
together with a consulting company specialised in safety 
and security. 
For the preliminary phase of the work an initial research 
activity was carried out in the academic context to 
gather documentation and deepen the theme. A meeting 
among all the project participants was also organised, 
according to the worktable model, in order to draw out 
the requirements and viewpoints of the business 
components of the supply chain. These activities did 
indeed allow the full-fledged experimentation itself to 
be set up, and enabled the brief to be defined more fully 
and in greater detail in terms of both content and 
restrictions set by legislation (such as contact with food, 
for example), technology and manufacturing, and 
printing.  
The preliminary research into the theme, which was 
carried out through desk-analysis, involved specifically 
gathering examples of previous home safety campaigns 
already carried out at national and international level 
through various media and communication channels 
(posters, TV ads, etc.). This documentation was then 
analysed and systematised to pinpoint the content, 
language, styles and rhetoric currently used in social 
communication to raise citizens’ awareness on home 
safety. In addition to this, interesting cases were 
identified of packaging used as non-conventional 
medium. 
This desk-analysis research activity allowed us to define 
all the communication coordinates for the subsequent 
development of sensitising messages, to be conveyed 
through the pizza boxes.   
The seminar/worktable was organised in December 
2011. The results of the preliminary research formed the 
basis for this initial discussion to better focus on the 
theme and its implications. The participants included 
representatives of the paper industry, experts, professors 
and researchers from Politecnico di Milano, and a group 
of young designers involved in the later stages of the 
work. 
 
 
Figure 1: Seminar/worktable with representatives of the paper and 
cardboard industry, experts, university professors and researchers 
from Politecnico di Milano, and a group of young designers, involved 
in the later stages of the work. 
 
 
Figure 2: Communication designers at work during the design 
workshop for concept generation. 
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Figure 3: Presentation and discussion of results (design solutions). 
 
The design experimentation stage was carried out in the 
month of February 2012 and involved a group of 8 
young designers (trained at the School of Design of 
Politecnico di Milano). An initial immersive experience 
which was focused in two days of work, was dedicated 
to a brainstorming activity and to devising a wide range 
of design solutions (concept generation), using different 
languages (photography, illustration, typography), styles 
and rhetorical approaches to convey the campaign to 
raise awareness about home safety. From the concepts 
proposed, 14 design solutions with various different 
subjects were developed and finalised.  
The design phase was then followed by another meeting 
involving all the parties taking part in the project: in 
April 2012, the results of the design experimentation 
were shared so that they could be put “at the service” of 
manufacturing practice.  
Although, to all effects, the designed solutions were 
actually ready for production, the purpose of the 
experimentation was not to put on the market new 
packaging solutions, but rather to provide stakeholders 
with new ideas to exploit the corrugated cardboard and 
assign a new value to the pizza box, with also a rich 
“catalogue” of innovative graphical layouts. Indeed, for 
the paper industry, the work was an exploration of still 
partially unfulfilled potential for cardboard packaging, 
with the purpose of innovating the sector, and 
expanding the strategic vision of each stakeholder.  
This case study fits into an active line of research in the 
area of Communication Design (Design Department, 
Politecnico di Milano), which is centred upon an 
investigation of packaging and its qualities, in order to 
identify spaces for experimentation and to trace out new 
paths of innovation for the various stakeholders within 
the packaging sector, focusing particularly on the social 
aspect of the design process.  
The theoretical questions raised by the case study 
presented can be linked to various principal areas of 
investigation. 
� A first area concerns packaging design’s potential 
role as a shared platform for innovation across the 
industry. 
� A second area concerns packaging as a non-
conventional medium for public interest campaigns, 
where the social dimension of the design can 
become a driver of innovation. 
� The third and last area concerns the innovative 
dimension of design experimentation carried out on 
languages and methods to communicate home 
safety through a non-conventional medium such as 
a pizza box. 
 
PACKAGING DESIGN: A SHARED 
PLATFORM FOR INNOVATION IN THE 
CARDBOARD SECTOR  
Design, and Communication Design in particular, can 
play a role of direction and mediation in the innovation 
process. Through the “design synthesis” it is possible to 
develop packaging solutions expressing simultaneously 
needs and requirements of the various stakeholders 
involved – from manufacturers to end users – and the 
multiple functions of the artefacts designed, connecting 
the communicative aspect to functional and operative 
ones. 
In this sense, packaging is an emblematic example. It 
has a polyhedral nature (Bucchetti 1999; 2005; Ferraresi 
1999) involving different competencies and implying 
the interweaving of many different disciplines. It also 
expresses the different parties intervening in various 
ways and in the various stages of the design process, 
bringing their own specific contributions (Ciravegna 
2010).  
Moreover, the packaging sector has an economic supply 
chain that is fragmented across time and space. The 
overall process of making a piece of packaging (all the 
activities of research, concept and development of the 
item) is generated through a sequence of incremental 
actions, involving different timings, methods and 
purposes (Badalucco et al. 2000). Therefore, the design 
of a package should not be attributed to one of the 
members of the system; instead, it should be considered 
the result of an integrated set of choices made by all of 
the members themselves: from brand agencies to 
product design firms, from manufacturers to converters, 
from client companies to end users, from consortia to 
trade associations, in addition to all the other 
stakeholders in the system. 
At the centre of a “participatory” project such as the one 
presented, Communication Design acts as a facilitator of 
the process, as well as a design area capable to “give 
shape” to specific communicative contents to respond to 
all the objectives expressing the points of view of the 
different stakeholders involved. 
Studies on design management and design-driven 
innovation show how design can play a key role in 
innovation processes, as it acts as a mediator for 
knowledge and requirements, placing itself as a 
discipline at the junction among different knowledge 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     TRACK IV: Participatory Business Design 359  Participatory Innovation Confere ce 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/ 
systems which traditionally do not interact: 
art/creativity, technology/engineering, 
economics/management, and humanities (Celaschi 
2008a; 2008b).  
Furthermore, design can act as a triggering factor for the 
innovation process, creating discontinuities and 
“breaks” in the corporate practices and logics, which are 
often conservative and reluctant to attempt even the 
smallest changes (Celaschi and Deserti 2007).  
In recent decades, leading Italian businesses in many 
sectors – even those driven by technological innovation, 
where management consists of engineers or professional 
figures with a “technology-based” educational 
background – have embraced a well-established 
“strategic design” process, whereby a platform of 
integrated competencies is built, early on in the product 
innovation process. This process is aimed at 
transforming occasional design, introduced from outside 
the company, into a body of know-how and a 
coordinated and interactive work protocol that involves 
the entire company, or at least the managerial and 
strategic part of the organisation (Celaschi et al. 2009). 
Design-driven innovation is pushed by a vision about 
possible new product meanings and languages that 
could spread throughout society: innovation starts from 
the comprehension of subtle and unspoken dynamics in 
sociocultural models and it results in proposing 
radically new meanings and languages that often imply 
a change in sociocultural regimes (Verganti 2008; 
2009). 
Design can also help companies to get closer to users 
and better understand their needs: in this case the 
innovation process starts from a close observation of 
user needs and requirements. This approach, also known 
as “user-centred design” (Frascara 1997), aims at 
radically changing the emotional and symbolic content 
of products (e.g. their meanings and languages) through 
a deep understanding of broader changes in society, 
culture, and technology. 
 
NON-CONVENTIONAL SOCIAL 
COMMUNICATION: A NEW DRIVER OF 
INNOVATION 
Social innovation may be an important new business 
area and a core driver of innovation for private 
companies (Rosted et al. 2009). Companies can 
cultivate new business opportunities by designing new, 
more responsible and sustainable products. 
Until now, social needs have been regarded as political 
challenges and not as business ones, implying that the 
responsibility for finding solutions lays with the 
political world. The private/public demarcation line is 
becoming increasingly blurred and is being challenged 
by a myriad of companies, in particular leading global 
corporations. 
As part of their Corporate Social Responsibility 
activities, companies are increasingly combining ethical 
concerns within their strategic corporate vision, and 
appear willing to contribute to an effective management 
of contemporary emergencies with regard to 
sustainability and their impact on the environment and 
on society.  
This should not be regarded as “charity”, as companies 
maintain their economic focus on revenue opportunities. 
Companies have to change their business culture and 
perspective towards the acceptance of responsibility for 
sustainable and socially useful actions, which may at the 
same time be a business opportunity and a driver of 
innovation. They must listen to and form partnerships 
with other companies, non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) and governments, so that they can open up their 
innovation processes and create new solutions in 
collaboration with their partners. 
The presented case study goes exactly in this direction: 
it describes a collaborative process of participatory 
design, the result of which has attributed new values of 
service (social purposes) to a product that has been 
traditionally perceived by consumers as “poor”, of little 
value and with a short lifespan.  
In addition to the potentially positive effects in social 
terms of an awareness campaign on home safety (social 
innovation), it was possible to overhaul the identity of 
the cardboard pizza box, increasing its perceived value 
and giving it a new usefulness beyond its primary 
function (product innovation).  
Therefore, packaging represents no longer just a “shell” 
or “wrapper” to preserve, protect and transport its 
content, or an “interface” to facilitate the use or the 
consumption of a product; it is a mass-medium 
spreading various kinds of messages, relating to areas 
which could be also far from the product carrying the 
messages.  
The “communicative discourse” established through the 
package may, indeed, also be constructed to modify 
consumers’ behaviour, to guide them towards new ways 
of acting and thinking through an increased awareness. 
In this sense, Communication Design carries out a 
transformative task: through the designed artefacts and 
systems, it is able to guide users’ choices, modifying 
their perception of the reality in which they operate, up 
to taking on a role of raising awareness about social 
problems and emergencies.  
Considered in this sense, Communication Design has 
deep roots in Italy, and it is linked to tradition of what is 
known as “Grafica di pubblica utilità” (literally 
“graphics of public interest”). In this expression, which 
has been formalised over years, the adjective “public” 
refers both to the client (public bodies, institutions or 
administrations) and to the system of users (citizens). 
The term “interest” underlines the decidedly ethical and 
strictly necessary nature of providing information in 
relation to the cultural, social or educational sphere. 
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EXPERIMENTING WITH VISUAL 
LANGUAGES TO INNOVATE THE PRODUCT 
IDENTITY 
Despite the brevity and the “interstitial” nature of the 
conveyed communication – pizza box has a shorter 
lifespan than other packaging, and consumption of the 
product is limited to certain specific times or contexts – 
the presence of packaging within the domestic 
environment makes it potentially a very effective 
medium.  
Packaging is ideal as non-conventional medium since – 
according to the logic behind “viral communication” 
and below-the-line media – it contributes to spreading a 
message through a support, an environment and a 
context, which are unexpected for the purposes of 
communication. Compared to more traditional media, 
such as television or newspapers, users are taken by 
surprise and their interest and curiosity are stimulated, 
as there are no previously established habits, which risk 
weakening their attention and the efficacy of the 
message.  
The use of a medium that is unusual for social 
awareness campaigns, but solidly linked to specific 
users (family) and to a specific content (home safety), 
led the designers involved in the experiment to attribute 
new communicative purposes to the pizza box. This 
container is, in fact, commonly used in everyday life, 
but has never been fully exploited in terms of its 
potential to provide informative content, other than that 
strictly related to the product within.  
We can identify various design solutions focused 
mainly on the practical function of the message, with 
two possible communication aims: notification or 
prevention.  
� Notification. The communication design solution is 
based prevalently on the conative function of the 
messages, which often feature an imperative tone of 
voice: alerts and notifications are in the vicinity of 
potentially hazardous contexts. These are specific 
visual indications, aimed at providing a service in a 
specific space and time according to graphic 
standards that are typical of, for example, 
wayfinding.  
� Prevention. The language is more emotive and 
symbolic, and is aimed at transferring, in a less 
direct but more descriptive and understandable 
way, behavioural models and attitudes that are 
conscious of specific emergency conditions. The 
communication tone is often simple, friendly and, 
in some cases, humorous (in constructively plays 
down the gravity of particularly critical situations). 
Various visual elements and styles can be used, but 
the ultimate purpose is educational, to disseminate 
best practices for prevention.  
 
 
Figure 4: In the design solution named “Non toccare! Pericolo di 
ustione” (“Don’t touch! Danger of burning”), the decontextualised 
image of a heat-producing object is placed on the hottest part of the 
pizza box, encouraging a sensory connection between the 
characteristics of the food product inside, and the danger implicit in 
the object shown. 
  
 
Figure 5: In the design solution named “Che pizza…Gli incidenti 
domestici!” (“What a pain… Domestic accidents!”), a playful learning 
mechanism is set up whereby an ironic message is placed at the centre 
of a play on words (“pizza” can also mean “a bore/pain in the neck” in 
Italian slang) which is capable of conveying alarming information in a 
light-hearted way. The typography chosen emphasises the value of the 
word as the sole medium for the meaning. 
  
 
Figure 6: The design solution named “Analisi di un incidente” 
(“Analysis of an accident”) draws attention to the sequence of events 
at the root of a domestic accident, in order to point out bad habits 
which can lead to unfortunate consequences. The use of the 
infographics allows the message to be communicated instantly and 
effectively. 
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Figure 7: The design solution named “Trompe l’oeil degli incidenti” 
(“Trompe l’oeil of accidents”) correlates the content of the packaging 
(pizza) to a visual system providing statistical data about domestic 
accidents. The photographic language helps this relation of meaning, 
assigning a scale and position to the indicative values typical of 
diagrams and graphs. 
 
The two outlined possibilities are quite close to the 
design solutions used in social advertising (Pira 2005; 
Gadotti 2005; Gadotti and Bernocchi 2010). The 
established languages and visual typologies come under 
narrative, instructive or symbolic areas.  
� Confidential narration, which is often established 
with the user, takes places according to various 
methods with regard to both the tone of the content 
and the visual arrangement of the graphic elements 
(often text). The individual can be instructed in an 
indirect manner and without alarming “diktats”, by 
referring through stories or descriptions to 
occasions or similarities with the observer’s 
personal experience.  
� Instructive illustration is used when a detailed, 
immediate narrative about a particular topic or 
behavioural good practice is preferred, to facilitate 
a learning process defined by visual sequences, 
which are often illustrated by pictograms or graphic 
summaries (instructions for use).  
� Lastly, descriptive metaphor conveys contents that 
are difficult to represent, due to the specific theme. 
It exploits the emotional and interpretative value of 
a rhetorical figure, through a semiotic process of 
similitude. Compared to the verbal rhetorical 
figure, in the visual one the meaning is transferred 
through a replacement of images; therefore it is 
possible to get a message across while amplifying 
its effect, especially when the semantic fields of the 
two elements are very different. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Assuming that packaging can act as non-conventional 
medium to disseminate social communication 
campaigns, a pizza box in corrugated cardboard was put 
at the centre of a design experiment aiming to convey 
awareness-raising messages about home safety.  
To develop this project, a collaborative process was 
established among the various stakeholders of the paper 
and cardboard supply chain (consortia/trade 
associations, manufacturers and converters), and other 
players (university researchers and professors, 
designers, semiologists, safety experts). Therefore, the 
design of the pizza box was, for all those involved in its 
creation, a shared “platform” on which they could 
develop a preferential, design-mediated interaction for a 
“participatory innovation” across the supply chain.  
For the paper industry, the work was an exploration of 
still partially unfulfilled potential for cardboard 
packaging, with the purpose of an innovation in the 
sector, and the expansion of the strategic vision of each 
stakeholder. 
Indeed, the results of the research had a positive effect 
on the packaging supply chain in three ways: 
� the sharing of objectives and points of view that 
was promoted by the research had a systematic 
approach that led to the creation of a productive 
model of cooperation, easily replicable and 
transferable to other packaging sectors; such 
cooperation was particularly effective among 
partners within a manufacturing segment that have 
often found it difficult to dialogue and collaborate 
amongst themselves (system/process innovation); 
� it has been confirmed that the area of social 
responsibility can be an important business 
opportunity for companies, and that public interest 
can be a significant driver of innovation; 
� lastly, a variety of languages, styles and rhetoric 
were studied and used to effectively convey 
awareness-raising message through pizza boxes; 
such visual experimentation attributed a new 
identity and communicative significance (product 
innovation) to a package that has been traditionally 
considered as “lowly”. 
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ABSTRACT 
The contribution discusses a workshop where three 
companies shared their actual cases to develop a 
better understanding of the processes involved in 
networked innovation (i.e. the collaboration of two 
or more firms in a partnership). Two theoretical 
frameworks were used successively to address 
different topics: one focused on the goals of a 
company, and the equipment needed to conduct 
networked innovation; the other focused on the 
relationships within the network, aiming to create 
value flows for the benefit of each partner in the 
network. In both workshop parts, the interaction 
between the participants was supported through 
different visualisation techniques. Although no 
knowledge new to the case owners emerged, we 
found that knowledge that had been hidden before, 
has been made explicit. We also saw that case 
descriptions remained rather factual in the 
presentations by their owners but shifted towards 
more relational content during the discussions in 
the workshop. As a consequence, the challenges in 
networked innovation became not only clearer, but 
their underlying causes turned out to change, as 
well.  
INTRODUCTION 
Learning from each other at the level of company, team 
or individual is one of the great motivators to conduct 
networked innovation (Swan and Scarbrough 2005; 
Beckmann et al. 2004; Hallikas et al. 2009). The 
innovation literature concentrates on inter-firm learning 
during projects (Miotti and Sachwald 2003). While this 
undeniably can be a great asset, we saw in our own 
long-time study on networked innovation (Maurer and 
Valkenburg 2011) that companies do not use this 
opportunity to its full extent (Inkpen 1996). Tight 
schedules make that the time is seldom taken to look at 
past actions and interactions and to evaluate them. 
Therefore, experiences obtained during one project are 
mainly kept within the team. Learning from each other 
across companies is even more unusual, mainly due to 
trust issues. Especially in relatively novel settings, such 
as networked innovation, where a consistent theoretical 
framework is still lacking, companies are figuring out 
methods for an approach on their own. Consequently, 
the same trials and errors are made time and again 
(Erickson and Jacoby 2003). We wanted to explore two 
questions through the workshop: firstly, are companies 
willing to share knowledge and experiences that are 
usually kept confidential in order to learn from each 
other and secondly, would this sharing help them to get 
a better picture of networked innovation?  
METHOD 
We designed a setting where companies could compare 
different aspects of their networked innovation 
approach. Three companies were invited. They had been 
selected based on the relatively comparable settings in 
which they operated, which, we hoped, would support 
the knowledge exchange: (i) they had made protracted 
attempts to start networked innovation; (ii) they were 
active in related domains (the automotive and aircraft 
industry), but were not competitors; (iii) their size and 
organizational structure were similar, as they all were 
large-sized companies and subsidiaries of a corporate 
group. The workshop was set up as a one-day event. 
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Because the challenges reported by the companies 
effected the startup of networked projects in particular, 
the workshop themes were centered around this phase of 
a project. Each company was asked to select one of their 
own projects as topic and to delegate three employees 
who were closely involved in the case. They all sent the 
case owners and further middle/senior managers with a 
technical background. Altogether, the workshop and its 
preparations consisted of five steps: (a) prior to the 
workshop, a semi-structured baseline interview with no 
time limit was held, where each company separately 
described the project and what it experienced as 
challenges. (b) The workshop started with a 15-minute 
case presentation by each case owner; then, the 
participants split up into three groups, one for each case. 
Each group was formed by the case owner and a 
participant from the other two companies each, plus a 
researcher. (c) Workshop part 1 served to discuss the 
goals of the innovation project, taking external 
developments, internal requirements and the intended 
partners into account. It was based on the Cyclic 
Innovation Model (CIM) (Van der Duin et al. 2007). (d) 
Workshop part 2 focused on building a network that 
would create balanced value for all partners involved 
(Porter  and Kramer 2011). This part was based on 
Value Flow Modeling (Den Ouden and Valkenburg 
2010; Den Ouden 2011). Workshop part 1 and 2 took 
two hours each. A researcher gave instructions about the 
workshops, then the participants at each case table 
started discussing the case. The role of the researcher at 
the case table was to give information about the 
procedure and, if necessary, to keep the discussion 
going. (e) The day ended with a plenary evaluation (30 
minutes).  
RESULTS 
In both workshop parts, findings were visualized: in 
workshop part 1 the findings were noted on prepared 
sheets (Figure 1).  
In workshop part 2, the changing value network was 
constantly drawn and redrawn (Figure 2). All 
visualizations were filmed, the discussions were voice-
recorded, but not filmed. The gathered data were 
transcribed, analyzed and verified. First of all, we 
compared the networks on how they had developed. 
Taking the final value network, (Figure 2) as a visual 
basis, we reconstructed the network as it was described 
in the different steps from the case presentation on 
(Figure ), using the same spatial relationships for 
partners.  
Links show the interactions between partners. We saw 
that the network expanded during the workshop and that 
different kinds of information were given at the various 
stages. In the next step of the analysis, we investigated 
in detail how the information had changed during the 
workshop, using a matrix. All internal and external 
partners in the project were charted. We noted in the 
matrix when a topic was introduced and if and when 
information was added. If a new topic was introduced, 
or aspects of it changed, they were added in a new row. 
This resulted in an overview of topics and their 
 
Figure 1: Visualization during workshop part 1 
 
Figure 2: Value flows in the network (workshop part 2) 
 
Figure 3: Reconstruction of the network at the case presentation and 
workshop part 1 (schematic representation) 
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development related to network partners where each 
contribution was charted according to its place in the 
workshop (Figure 3). We also charted who made the 
contribution: the case owner on his own; another 
participant; the facilitator; the case owner, but triggered 
by questions or remarks of others. We did not, however, 
investigate in depth the development of interactions 
between the participants. As they had no specific roles 
in the workshop besides being discussion partners on an 
expert level, we did not expect that it would give 
insights into the processes during networked innovation.  
 
Figure 3: Network partners and topics throughout the workshop 
Before the workshop we had no indication how far the 
companies were willing to share details of their 
approach, realizing that trust issues might prevent a 
thorough information exchange. From the start on, 
however, there was an open atmosphere with lively 
discussions between the participants. The case owners 
answered openly to all questions and they also 
addressed the weaknesses of their own approach. The 
visualizations (Figure 1 and Figure 2) in the two 
workshop parts served different purposes and were used 
accordingly: in workshop part 1, they mainly gave a 
structure to add in a checklist way factors that 
influenced the networked innovation project. In part 2, 
they became more dynamic: as the participants 
attempted to build a network that would optimally fit 
the case, new network partners were placed and re-
placed during the ongoing discussion; their position on 
the whiteboard relative to the case company reflected 
the relationship. Differently colored arrowed connectors 
between the partners indicated value streams: physical 
goods, information, money and intangibe assets (for 
more information about value flow modeling see Den 
Ouden 2012). In all workshop groups, the network was 
constructed as a collaborative effort. If a new potential 
partner was introduced by one of the other participants, 
this was accepted by the case owner on all occasions, 
although the value of the introduction was sometimes 
commented upon ironically. The only incidents when 
the non-case owners cut short a discussion line were 
when it came to legal rules and regulations that were 
specific to the professional domain of the case 
company. In these few cases, the viewpoint of the case 
owner was immediately accepted and not further 
discussed. The representations of the network (Figure 2 
and Figure ) show that the number of internal and 
external stakeholders had increased during the 
workshop. We registered how many partners were 
mentioned in a certain step (Figure 4), and when new 
partners were introduced into the network (Figure 5). 
The baseline interviews and case presentations, where 
information was given by the case owner without 
 
Figure 4: The number of network partners during the sessions 
 
Figure 5: The introduction of new partners during the sessions 
further discussion, mentioned only a relatively small 
number of partners. At the end of the workshop, the 
number of partners per case had approximately tripled. 
We saw a very similar development in all three cases. 
The analysis of topics (Figure 3) showed that the 
character of information had changed as well: 
information gathered during workshop parts 1 and 2 was 
more detailed than information on the same topic that 
was provided beforehand in the baseline interviews and 
the case presentation. However, we could not detect that 
information new to the case company was generated 
during the workshop. Partners that had not been 
mentioned before were mainly introduced on own 
initiative of the case owners, or by the case owners, but 
triggered by questions or remarks of other participants 
(Figure 6). 
 
Figure 6: The contributors of new network partners 
DISCUSSION 
A main effect of the workshop was that knowledge that 
had been kept implicit when the company initially 
described the case from its own view, was set free 
through the discussions. In two company cases, the 
bottlenecks to get the project started were first presented 
as a consequence of external circumstances; the 
discussions, however, revealed that at both companies, 
the main reasons were related to the internal 
organisation and to mandatory processes which were 
not suited for networked innovation. During evaluation, 
the companies indicated that limitations from within the 
own company, which are beyond the power of the case 
owner to be changed, are seen as unalterable and are left 
out of consideration. They added that decision makers at 
board level often ignore troubles with processes that 
show during a project on team level, as there is not 
enough opportunity to reflect on processes vertically 
throughout the organization. It would certainly be 
worthwhile to further study the reflective practices on 
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processes in networked innovation. We also found that 
there was a shift from more factual to relational 
information. All baseline interviews and case 
presentations stated the goals of the networked projects 
and how to achieve them from the perspective of the 
own company. In this, they were almost presented as 
closed innovation cases. Information mainly centered 
about the ‘who?’, ‘what?’, ‘how big?’ etc. of a case. 
During the workshop discussions, participants kept 
asking about case details. It showed that information 
that was necessary to comprehend the complexity of 
each case pointed at different aspects in the 
relationships between the company and its partners 
(concerning questions as ‘how do the company and the 
partner interact?’, ‘how does this situation influence the 
company?’ etc.). The evaluation session showed that the 
participants were surprised by the high level of mutual 
understanding, which led to rich discussions. They 
appreciated the workshop as it gave them the chance to 
reflect on their approaches – which, they stated, was 
highly needed, but so far seldom exercised. All 
participants indicated that they preferred exchanging 
innovation approaches across companies rather than 
doing the same workshop within the own company 
where hierarchy and power play would affect an open 
exchange.  
Our initial questions were “would companies be willing 
to share confidential knowledge?” and “would 
knowledge sharing help them to get a better picture of 
networked innovation?“ Looking back at the workshop, 
we saw that an atmosphere of trust developed quickly: 
topics were discussed freely; companies admitted to 
their weaknesses and even brought them up themselves; 
there was not one incident where a company refused to 
give information. In order to create an atmosphere of 
mutual trust as well as shared understanding that makes 
the approach work, the conditions have to be fine-tuned 
in advance. As to the second question, tacit knowledge 
was set free, which resulted in a better understanding of 
the interconnectedness of factors in a project. The most 
salient finding was the shift from attributing external 
factors as challenges to networked innovation to 
admitting that a company’s internal organization and 
processes constitute main barriers. The companies 
themselves suggested that the approach, which was now 
applied to protracted, well-worked cases, would be 
especially useful when setting up future business 
models together with other stakeholders, as it makes the 
factors in a networked innovation project transparent in 
a short time. We plan to revise the workshop setup and 
make it available for novel cases, to be discussed by 
actual network partners. This would give us the chance 
to look deeper into the roles network partners are taking 
and into their interactions, aiming to see how 
information is exchanged when the ground is not 
neutral, as it now was, but charged with issues as trust, 
dominance, goals and so on.  
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ABSTRACT 
This conceptual paper develops an idea of 
expressive evaluation focusing on the 
interpretative layer of the work process. It is 
suggested, that in addition to objective and 
subjective evaluation, organisations should 
incorporate expressive evaluation to see the 
holistic state of their organisation. The aim of 
expressive evaluation is to make hidden basic 
assumptions and presuppositions visible and 
discussable. Employees are active participants in 
expressive evaluation which makes the evaluation 
itself the first step towards change. 
INTRODUCTION 
Traditionally evaluation has been divided into 
subjective or objective (e.g. Kemppilä and Lönnqvist 
2003). Expressive evaluation adds a third dimension. 
Measurement and evaluation signal employees what is 
being held important (Jääskeläinen, Kujansivu, and 
Lönnqvist 2009). Whereas in top-down managed 
measures the role of employees is to execute the given 
knowledge, expressive evaluation aims to generate 
critical evaluation of given knowledge (see Peters et al. 
2011; Alvesson, 2002).  
Whereas knowledge management is currently governed 
by discursive knowledge, adding a narrative knowledge 
element would improve the knowledge management  
processes (Schreyögg and Geiger, 2006). Further, 
Oikarinen and Pässilä (2011) divide work process into 
three layers: Practical layer contains routines and 
competences of work process; Analytical layer with 
discursive knowledge consists of resources and objects, 
whereas interpretative layer with narrative knowledge is 
build of sense-making and culture. (Oikarinen and 
Pässilä 2011)  
The current evaluation tends to focus on analytical and 
practical layers. The former mainly in the form of 
objective evaluation, and the latter mainly as subjective 
evaluation. This often creates biases as the evaluation is 
also held as basis of monetary rewards. In addition, the 
employees do not question the given knowledge, even if 
data and objective evidence would be against it (Peters 
et al. 2011).  In a tayloristic model it is better if the 
given knowledge is not questioned, but in innovation 
economy, questioning is the basis for renewal.   
The aim of expressive evaluation is to make existing but 
hidden basic assumptions (Vince 2002) and 
presuppositions visible and discussable. Eventually 
employees have the freedom to question their own basic 
assumptions and, if desired, work on changing them. It 
seeks to generate dialogue that would question the top-
down given knowledge and also would question what 
organisational actors take for granted. Professional 
groups have different assumptions; designers, operators, 
R&D employees, salesmen, middle managers, 
executives, all them carry their own world of truths. The 
evaluation process aims to detach employees-as-
evaluators from the situation. And from that point 
encourage employee-driven knowledge basis to be part 
of the organisational knowledge. This links our paper to 
practice-based innovation activities (Melkas and 
Harmaakorpi 2012) and how they actually can be 
constructed and evaluated too. 
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EVALUATION IN DIFFERENT LAYERS OF 
WORK PROCESS 
Oikarinen and Pässilä (2011) have presented that work 
process has three layers. Practical layer represents 
something that can be seen and described, even though 
they require action in order to become visible. This kind 
of action can be for example routines or events. The 
analytical layer presents material, measurable 
knowledge. The knowing that is governing this layer is 
propositional knowing through words and concepts 
(Heron and Reason 2001). It is assumed that anyone can 
observe the same things in the same way. The 
interpretative layer is not visible. In fact, some aspects 
of it may not be recognized in the everyday activities at 
all. (Kallio et al. 2012) 
 
INTERPRETATIVE
ANALYTICAL
Priorities
Timetables
Responsibilities
Resources
Objects
Measures
PRACTICAL
Prosedures
Routines
Events
Competences
Actions
Situations
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involved 
in actual work
processes
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Power 
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Hopes
Fears
Sense-making
Polyphony
Control
Decision-making
 
Figure 1: Layers of work process (Oikarinen and Pässilä 2011) 
Analytical layer includes cause and effect analysis 
calculations and measurements and reports for decision-
making. The evaluation information that is received 
from analytical layer is mainly objective, that everyone 
can observe the same. In addition, the targets are set by 
the management for analytical layer.  
Practical layer entails situations of small work group 
development activities. Possibilities to ideate, 
experiment, interact, learn-by-doing, Tolerance to 
failures. The evaluation information that is collected in 
practical layer is mainly subjective. Every employee has 
different experience from same situation, and different 
people see differently e.g. the possibilities to be 
involved in innovation activities of a company. Even 
though the management sets rules for the practical work 
process (coming e.g. from laws and security issues), the 
employee has certain freedom in expression. 
Interpretative layer has features of understanding of the 
’big picture’, holisticity, complexity, dissensus, dialog. 
Here both objective and subjective evaluation fail to 
evaluate how things really are. The interpretative layer 
includes of course subjective opinions, but it does not 
stop there. It encourages questioning on how do I think 
like this? Why do they think like that? What needs to be 
changed?   
The interpretative layer is often hidden from 
organisational actors themselves and from the 
management too. There can be some difficulties in the 
organization that originate from interpretative layer but 
are not visible as such. Interpretative layer cannot be 
controlled or managed straightforwardly. Employees’ 
emotions and earlier experiences effect on the 
unconscious level on how employees react to things. In 
evaluation in the interpretative layer the employees set 
their targets themselves in dialogue with others.   
THEATRICAL IMAGES BRINGING INVISIBLE INTO 
VISIBLE FORM 
Theatrical Images (TI) have been used as a part of 
organisational knowledge creation process where 
applied theatre was used as trigger for creation platform 
(Pässilä 2012). There are several empirical examples in 
using them.  
In using TI, Pässilä et al. (2013) observed following 
general outcomes. “...work units mapped their own 
(which were meaningful to them and their practice) 
learning objectives, i.e., what should be done 
differently, when and where it should be done, who 
should do it, how it should be done and why it is 
important to do it.”  
In particular, the outcomes from 4 different case studies 
were (Pässilä et al. 2013):  
• Observing oneself, one’s own actions, working life 
and work environment 
• Formation of a new kind of point of view: to learn to 
pose new questions to both oneself and the 
surrounding community. 
• Recognizing and defining problems related to the 
life and culture of one’s own organisation 
• Observing the formation of one’s own assumptions 
with the help of generative questioning 
 
The TI encourages dialogue among different work 
groups (Pässilä et al. 2013). The process is not only 
pleasant; it generates all kinds of emotions and 
controversies. However, the interpretative layer is being 
touched. 
Thus, TI is a validated method to tap into the 
interpretative layer of work process. It will give a still 
image of the organisation’s state. It is a rough and 
complex image and it probably will not serve as basis of 
decision making on its own, but requires analytical and 
practical layers examined too. However, the information 
provided by analytical and practical layer will become 
more holistic with help of expressive evaluation of 
interpretative layer.   
PROCESS OF EVALUATION WITH THEATRICAL 
IMAGES 
As these are first steps of creating new evaluation logic, 
the Theatrical Images have not yet been used in the 
context of evaluation. However, the earlier studies have 
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proved that Theatrical Images (see Figure 2) facilitate in 
making something invisible into visible form. In this 
paper theatrical Image is an example of arts-based 
initiatives (Schiuma, 2011) extended to an evaluation 
context. Theatrical Images (TI) are used as artifacts 
which help the evaluators to create as-is and as-if states 
of mind. It consists of three levels: Individual, reference 
group, in between reference groups. (Pässilä et al. 2013)  
Self-determination is emphasized in this type of an 
evaluation. People are making sense of complex 
relations between them as reflexive practitioners. 
 
Figure 2. Examples of theatrical images1 
The evaluation itself is in this moment, as is also 
objective and subjective measures. The evaluation 
outcome is a still-image of current moment. The steps of 
using TI are described in Table 1. The steps 1-5 can be 
done in a half of day workshop, whereas step 6 takes 
more analysis and time. The process starts from a 
practical question or problematic situation, for example: 
What happens when we get reclamation from client? In 
one half-day session there are present those with same 
“identity group”, for example production workers or 
salespeople or product development.  
In step 1 an orientation to the technique is given. 
Participants are taken into the world of these images, a 
bit farther away from their initial question. Step 2 is 
individual work: everyone gets to say their own 
perspective of the situation. Step 3 ties the individual 
stories together into a collective story: what happens 
here? The story is created by the members of the group 
themselves. In step 4 the stories are shared and 
significant events are recognized by the participants. 
Step 5 is for the shared meaning-making and reflection.  
 
                                                            
1 The second author of this article has created and produced over 500 
Theatrical Images with a graphic designer Laura Mellanen, a 
photographer Maiju Saari and three actors Mari Kanerva-Niemi, 
Minna Partanen ja Heikki Hagman. Each image or sequence of images 
was constructed on the basis of five elements of drama – act, scene, 
agent, agency, and purpose (Burke, 1969) – and Boal’s (1995) theatre 
practices of image theatre, mask theatre (based on Brecht’s (1964) 
alienation effect), and the statues technique of improvisational theatre 
(Johnstone, 1996). 
Step 1 Aesthetic 
distance; generation 
of themes 
Orientation to theatrical 
pictures 
Step 2 Inquire and 
remince 
Individual story; own recalled 
experiences 
Step 3 Narrate and 
share 
Collective story; events which 
led to problems were recalled, 
and a mixture of the group 
members’ experiences was 
created  
Step 4 Share and 
Explore 
Oral presentations of collective 
stories and the turning points of 
the stories 
Step 5 Explore and 
reflect 
Reflective discussion and 
reflective questioning  
Step 6 Explore and 
analyse 
Analysis with other layers of 
work 
Table 1: Evaluation process with Theatrical Images (modified from 
Pässilä et al., 2013) 
In step 6 the analysis for the evaluation is done. For 
example in the case of reclamations, we see from 
analytical layer and objective evaluation, how many 
reclamations we get in a certain time limit. We also see 
which customers do reclamations and how often they do 
it. In addition we can calculate how much money we 
lose because of these reclamations. Maybe eventually 
we will also lose a deal, or customer. From practical 
layer and subjective evaluation we can see for example 
how satisfied people are with their work, do they feel 
they can work autonomously or are they happy with the 
management styles. Further, we can analyse the 
correlation between the amount of reclamations and 
work satisfaction. However, what the two layers fail to 
explain the complexity that leads to reclamations. Of 
course, there can be individual cases that are explained 
by one factor, but it rarely is like that. There are human 
factors. One may keep important knowledge as an 
individual asset and is reluctant to share it with others, 
or just does not think it is important to others. It can be 
simple “who talks to whom and when”- reasoning. Or, 
maybe there is a rumour that makes people insecure of 
their work and they are less happy to come to work 
every morning? Expressive evaluation investigates 
further the basic assumptions (Vince 2002) and 
presuppositions that are hidden in the numeric 
indicators. It does not just provide information; the 
evaluation process itself generates organisational 
knowledge and dialogue among employees. It 
encourages employees to be active in criticizing the 
given knowledge (Peters et al. 2011) and goes even 
further in questioning what it is that organisational 
actors take for granted. Questioning allows novel 
knowing to emerge. So, it is important to innovation 
actions; it challenges rather than tries to maintain 
organisational static mode. Expressive evaluation 
navigates the change from bottom-up. 
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DISCUSSION 
Expressive evaluation is situational, but not without a 
greater context which makes the world complex. It is 
not just individual’s view on things. And it is not a sum, 
or a mean, or average of many people opinions. It is 
individual’s view in relation to his reference group. In 
organisations there are many reference groups that must 
cooperate. In the work process, certain measures are 
kept as more important than others. Naturally the 
employees start to pay attention and prioritize that over 
other things. The holistic view is not seen. For example 
for salesmen some knowledge becomes more valuable 
than other: salesmen’s work is measured on how much 
they sell. Eventually that might lead to a situation that 
they don’t share they knowing – tacit or explicit- with 
other salesmen even it would increase the outcome of 
whole company. Instead they keep valuable information 
and knowing to themselves and start to compete against 
each other. One of the power issues seems to be that 
who has the straight contacts to customer. Salesmen 
battles existing relations (“I have a deep contact and 
good relationship to our main customer, and I intend to 
keep it that way too. There is no need that my colleague 
would came to share my deal”) because organisational 
measurers (individual sales bonus rather than collective) 
instructs his/hers actions to do so. Thus, there is a need 
for something like expressive evaluation. In working 
unit level, organizational level and even global level, the 
same kind of problematic exists. 
Many global organizations, for example keep the same 
measures and evaluation procedures all over the world. 
If the factor of culture would be examined more clearly, 
it could be that other countries would be more efficient 
with different measures than others. The challenges of 
expressive evaluation can be for example the 
ontological issues that can be found already in the three 
layers of work process. How people are seen and 
valued? What is being held as truth? Can there be 
different realities? Bookkeeping and analytical layer 
definitely see these questions differently than cultural 
anthropologist and interpretative layer. But they both 
exists, and organizations should develop the capacity 
and acceptance to see them both. This type of evaluation 
is yet to see whether it could be held as basis for 
monetary rewards. However, it does help the 
employees-as-evaluators see the holistic picture of the 
work process. They are no longer objectives of 
evaluation; they are subjective, active part of evaluation.  
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ABSTRACT 
This paper examines the role of actors in a 
participatory project, a case study of the glass-
bead traditional craft industry in rural Indonesia. 
The project aimed to unite and empower rural 
craftspeople with regard to their unique potential. 
The problems of empowering rural craftspeople 
were complicated, due to the interrelated aspect of 
rural community life, cultural and educational 
backgrounds, as well as the local political 
situation. However, through a comprehensive 
understanding of the community prior to the 
project and by maintaining the communication, 
craftspeople were engaged actively in the project 
by promoting the craft industry to local buyers. 
The researcher, other facilitators and the 
community leader gave supportive roles at the 
middle and the end stage of the project. 
INTRODUCTION 
There is increasing literature about participatory 
projects. However, studies found that some projects did 
not engage participants as active actors (Cooke and 
Kothari 2001, Gaventa 1993, Oakley 1995), criticizing 
the project as a means of an external agenda instead of 
an end. If a participatory project is a means, it will have 
no business with self-empowerment of participants. In 
this participatory type, participants engage as passive 
actors while an outsider agency took an active role in 
controlling and deciding the project. It raises the 
question of how a participatory researcher should 
work, so participants will actively engage? 
A participatory project consists of several phases, such 
as initiation, problem formulation, method decision, 
project implementation and evaluation. Who takes an 
active role in each phase varies. In the beginning, the 
researcher usually takes an active role. In the end, the 
participant is supposed to be more active in planning 
and making decisions. However, there is little attention 
in the literature about the switching role of actors 
during the project. Therefore, this paper discusses how 
the role of the researcher, as well as other actors, 
changed during the participatory project. 
The author directly engaged in a participatory research 
with rural glass-bead craftspeople in Jombang, East 
Java, Indonesia. The rapidly changing society, in the 
information and communication revolution, affects the 
existence of traditional craft industries in rural areas. 
Craft produced by the skillful work of traditional 
people was valuable, but now, with the development of 
technology, is easily imitated by machines in factories. 
Machines also enable diverse designs in high quantity 
products resulting in low cost production.  
As an irony to the rise of consumerism in the 
postmodern society where people put greater attention 
to uniqueness and willingness to pay more as an 
appreciation of cultural production, rural craftspeople 
suffer from their survival. Craftspeople take no 
advantage from the rise of consumerism. 
THE CASE: JOMBANG TRADITIONAL 
GLASS-BEAD CRAFT INDUSTRY 
The glass-bead craft industry in Jombang Regency 
began in 1974. It was initiated by 3 local craftspeople 
of Plumbon-Gambang Village, Gudo District, Jombang 
Regency, East Java, Indonesia. The craftspeople treat 
wasted glass obtained from local scavengers or 
manufacturers into beads. The wasted glass is melted, 
then formed into glass sticks using a very high heat. 
The glass stick is then heated, encircles a metal stick 
coated by kaolin (the white silica clay of fine particle 
size) to ease the removal process of the heated glass-
bead from the metal stick. The pattern and shape of the 
glass-bead is formed during this process. 
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The project aimed to unite and empower rural 
craftspeople with regard to their unique potential. 
The problems of empowering rural craftspeople 
were complicated, due to the interrelated aspect of 
rural community life, cultural and educational 
backgrounds, as well as the local political 
situation. However, through a comprehensive 
understanding of the community prior to the 
project and by maintaining the communication, 
craftspeople were engaged actively in the project 
by promoting the craft industry to local buyers. 
The researcher, other facilitators and the 
community leader gave supportive roles at the 
middle and the end stage of the project. 
INTRODUCTION 
There is increasing literature about participatory 
projects. However, studies found that some projects did 
not engage participants as active actors (Cooke and 
Kothari 2001, Gaventa 1993, Oakley 1995), criticizing 
the project as a means of an external agenda instead of 
an end. If a participatory project is a means, it will have 
no business with self-empowerment of participants. In 
this participatory type, participants engage as passive 
actors while an outsider agency took an active role in 
controlling and deciding the project. It raises the 
question of how a participatory researcher should 
work, so participants will actively engage? 
A participatory project consists of several phases, such 
as initiation, problem formulation, method decision, 
project implementation and evaluation. Who takes an 
active role in each phase varies. In the beginning, the 
researcher usually takes an active role. In the end, the 
participant is supposed to be more active in planning 
and making decisions. However, there is little attention 
in the literature about the switching role of actors 
during the project. Therefore, this paper discusses how 
the role of the researcher, as well as other actors, 
changed during the participatory project. 
The author directly engaged in a participatory research 
with rural glass-bead craftspeople in Jombang, East 
Java, Indonesia. The rapidly changing society, in the 
information and communication revolution, affects the 
existence of traditional craft industries in rural areas. 
Craft produced by the skillful work of traditional 
people was valuable, but now, with the development of 
technology, is easily imitated by machines in factories. 
Machines also enable diverse designs in high quantity 
products resulting in low cost production.  
As an irony to the rise of consumerism in the 
postmodern society where people put greater attention 
to uniqueness and willingness to pay more as an 
appreciation of cultural production, rural craftspeople 
suffer from their survival. Craftspeople take no 
advantage from the rise of consumerism. 
THE CASE: JOMBANG TRADITIONAL 
GLASS-BEAD CRAFT INDUSTRY 
The glass-bead craft industry in Jombang Regency 
began in 1974. It was initiated by 3 local craftspeople 
of Plumbon-Gambang Village, Gudo District, Jombang 
Regency, East Java, Indonesia. The craftspeople treat 
wasted glass obtained from local scavengers or 
manufacturers into beads. The wasted glass is melted, 
then formed into glass sticks using a very high heat. 
The glass stick is then heated, encircles a metal stick 
coated by kaolin (the white silica clay of fine particle 
size) to ease the removal process of the heated glass-
bead from the metal stick. The pattern and shape of the 
glass-bead is formed during this process. 
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Initially, craftspeople produced beads to be placed in a 
ring base. Later, the beads were mainly produced as 
replicas of ancient beads, souvenirs, or accessories, 
such as necklaces, bracelets, brooches, earrings or 
belts. The main market for replica ancient beads is the 
tribes of Borneo (Kalimantan) and Lombok while 
others are mainly sold to traders in Bali (Indonesia) as 
loose beads.  
Bali is the main entrance for Indonesian international 
tourism, and as such a strategic market destination for 
craft traders. The beginning of the 2000s saw the beads 
exposed to world fashion, creating significant 
demand for glass-beads from Bali. To meet this 
increased demand a few founders of the glass-bead 
craft industries in Jombang employed their family and 
relatives as craft workers. Thereby growing the 
industry rapidly reaching a peak of 200 craft industries 
not only in Plumbon-Gambang village, but also in its 
six surrounding villages. The industry involved around 
a thousand craftspeople. Villagers who initially worked 
as farmers became craftspeople because this 
occupation could give a better income.   
The expertise of Jombang craftspeople as glass-bead 
makers began to be recognized internationally with the 
product selling well in Bali and evidenced by the 
orders from many countries such as USA, Australia, 
England, Italy and Japan. A few young well-educated 
craftspeople received overseas orders directly by 
online-trading, while others were through Bali traders. 
Foreign buyers kept repeating orders because Jombang 
craftspeople were able to create a complicated shape 
and pattern of beads with no minimum quantity order. 
The craftspeople also provided a custom design 
service, enabling a greater possibility of uniqueness.  
However, as is the case of fashion trends, in the late 
2000s, the bead was no longer exposed, and the 
demand gradually decreased. At the same time, the 
increasing numbers of craft businesses who sold their 
product in the same destination caused the market to 
become immediately saturated. This situation caused 
some craftspeople to use the strategy of slamming bead 
prices for a quick return of investment and caused the 
bead price inevitably to fall in the market. The internal 
competition among craftspeople was unavoidable. This 
internal competition, along with external situation 
caused only a few craft industries to survive today.  
The local government became aware of the difficulties 
of the craftspeople and cooperated with local 
institutions to provide advisory programs to influence 
the business performance of craft business, such as 
management, marketing, design and safety issues. Most 
programs were delivered as short-term training while 
others were supports for joining a local / national 
exhibition and study excursion. Despite efforts to 
improve the business performance of the craft industry, 
the programs were not necessarily effective. Primarily 
because programs were mainly decided and designed 
by a government agency or outsiders. It seems they 
overlooked the craftspeople’s self-help potential. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The idea of optimizing the self-help potential of 
participants is in line with the aim of participatory 
research. Instead of transferring knowledge, 
participatory research aims to engage participants to 
produce their own knowledge (McTaggart 1991, Park 
1993) through a collaboration mechanism (Kemmis 
and McTaggart 2008). The collaboration should result 
in a collective action (Kindon et al. 2007). In addition, 
participatory research assists participants to increase 
their self-determination (Kindon et al. 2007). 
PHASE OF PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH AND ROLE 
OF THE RESEARCHER 
The role of a participatory researcher is essential in the 
success of a participatory project (Mayoux, 2001 as 
cited in Dearden and Rizvi 2008, Park 1993). A 
participatory researcher should become part of the 
community and work collaboratively to achieve a 
better life for the community (Park 1993). Studies 
suggest that the researcher should have an interpersonal 
(Park 1993, Dearden and Rizvi 2008) and political 
(Park 1993) skill reflected on their behaviour and 
attitudes. Chambers (1994) suggested  that 
participatory researcher as a facilitator must achieve 
and maintain trust, always show interest and respect for 
what participants say and do, act with transparency, be 
patient, not rush, “handing over the stick” and be self-
critically aware (Chambers 1994). In addition, such 
attitudes like being humble (Chambers 1994), 
optimistic, sociable, collaborative, mavericks/heretics 
(Kindon, et.al 2007), honest (Chambers 1994) and 
confident (Dearden et al. 2010) are also crucial. 
Leeuwis stated that a facilitator must have credibility, 
charisma, influence and trustworthiness (Leeuwis 
2000). 
A participatory researcher may be an outsider with 
expertise related to the problem faced by the 
community. They may be a representative of an 
external agency (Pretty 1994) who will act as a 
convenor (Chambers 1994), motivator (Dearden et al. 
2010), catalyst (Chambers 1994), organisator (Park 
1993) or facilitator (Chambers 1994, Park 1993, 
Dearden and Rizvi 2008) for the community. A 
participatory researcher will work “with” the 
participants rather than “for” the participant. 
 
Figure 1: Craft person making a glass-bead (source: author) 
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The role of the researcher and how they work with 
participant in a participatory research must be 
examined. Scholars aware of the number of studies 
using the term “participation”, avoid misuse of the 
spirit of a participatory approach, by proposing 
comparison between a real or ideal participation to a 
weak or pseudo participation (White 1996, Dearden 
and Rizvi 2008, Michener 1998). Who takes an active 
role, initiates the method and make decisions will 
determine the quality of a participatory project. Work 
“with” participants means that a participant must not 
only be involved in a project, but also participate as 
active actors who have ownership of the production of 
knowledge and improvement of practice (McTaggart 
1991). 
SOME MODELS OF PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH 
Two of the models of participatory research are 
decision-making and negotiation model (Leeuwis 
2000), and most of studies refer to the decision-making 
model which emphasizes problem solving. Inspired by 
Habermas theory about communicative action 
(Habermas 1970), researchers later proposed the 
negotiation model to avoid the silence or exclusion of 
some community voices (Daniels and Walker 1996, 
Scoones and Thompson 1994: as cited in Leeuwis 
2000, Engle 1995). This model is not intended to solve 
problems. Instead, focusing on social learning during 
the process (Leeuwis 2000). This process to ensure 
people will act in a ‘communicatively rational manner’ 
(Leeuwis 2000). However it is complicated, and in 
some cases it may be a utopia.  
This research refers to the decision-making 
participatory model intended to seek ways to solve a 
problem. Although methodological studies in the 
participatory field usually avoid prescription as it may 
overlook the unique potential of the context, it is 
generally includes the phases of: initiation (Chambers 
1992, Park 1993, Knop and Knop 1985), problem 
formulation (Park 1993, Chambers 1992), deciding 
method (Park 1993, Chambers 1992), project 
implementation and evaluation (Knop and Knop 1985). 
These phases may be done iteratively, depending on 
the context. 
PHASES OF DECISION-MAKING PARTICIPATORY 
MODEL 
The initiation phase is the preliminary phase of a 
participatory project. In this phase a participatory 
researcher may face a complex problem which needs 
intervention by an outsider (Park 1993). The critical 
issue of this phase is whether the researcher is accepted 
by the community and gains legitimacy to conduct  
participatory research. However, achieving community 
acceptance is not easy for an outsider aiming to change 
people’s life. The community may be suspicious due to 
unsuccessful previous programs by other agencies. 
Therefore, prior knowledge about the community,   
living on site, and participating in community life are 
necessary to achieve community acceptance. 
Nevertheless, being accepted in a community is not a 
guarantee that members will engage in the project. A 
participatory researcher must act as an organiser (Park 
1993) to invite members to hold a community meeting. 
This enables members to express their willingness to 
join the project as participants, and when it happens, a 
good sign the participatory project could be successful.  
The next phase is engaging participants to identify and 
formulate their problems. In this phase the researcher 
acts as a resource who help participants to define, 
decide the scope and explore problems dimensions 
(Park 1993). When the problem has been formulated, 
researcher will act as a facilitator who plays a role of 
presenting the methodological option to the group. 
However, the unique feature of a participatory project, 
namely the “dialogue” (Park 1993), must be 
maintained carefully to ensure every voice is 
considered when making decisions. 
Despite the ideal principles of a participatory project, 
there is potential misuse. Firstly, the role of a facilitator 
is sometimes too strong. Kapoor (2002) warned that a 
facilitator may have a discretionary power (i.e. 
intervening in discussions, taking sides for and against 
participants) and superior expertise that exposes to 
potential abuse and corruption. Secondly, the project 
may be sponsored by an external agency, who imposes 
external-goals to benefit from people’s participation 
(Oakley 1995). Third, due to the external goals, ‘a real 
transfer of ownership of knowledge may not have 
occurred’ (Gaventa 1993). These limitations can take a 
participatory project into another form of exploitation 
and tyranny (Cooke and Kothari 2001).  
Therefore, to avoid a "false participation", the role of a 
participatory researcher must be examined further, in 
particular how the shift in roles took place from the 
beginning to the end of the project. 
METHOD 
This participatory project for rural craftspeople was 
conducted in 2011 and 2012. In 2011, the program 
began with an ethnographic study, then designed in 
collaboration with a group of craftspeople. There were 
4 design students from a local institution who 
collaborated as facilitators (Zulaikha and Brereton 
2012). The project scope was broadened in the 
following year, by involving the community from 
many groups. The  phases of the project included 
initiation, problem formulation, method decision, 
implementation, and evaluation. It began with 
community meetings and finally resulted in glass-bead 
making workshops as a project implementation. 
INITIATION, PROBLEM FORMULATION, METHOD 
DECISION 
The initiation phase through ethnographic study 
uncovered implicit grouping as a consequence of the 
local political situation in the village. Facilitating the 
collaboration process amid the local political situation 
means gaining trust. Therefore, the researcher 
approached community leaders and then had an 
opportunity to speak at a community event. 
Community leaders are prominent craft owners and 
heads of the glass-bead craft association. Through the 
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presenting the methodological option to the group. 
However, the unique feature of a participatory project, 
namely the “dialogue” (Park 1993), must be 
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began with an ethnographic study, then designed in 
collaboration with a group of craftspeople. There were 
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collaborated as facilitators (Zulaikha and Brereton 
2012). The project scope was broadened in the 
following year, by involving the community from 
many groups. The  phases of the project included 
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community meetings and finally resulted in glass-bead 
making workshops as a project implementation. 
INITIATION, PROBLEM FORMULATION, METHOD 
DECISION 
The initiation phase through ethnographic study 
uncovered implicit grouping as a consequence of the 
local political situation in the village. Facilitating the 
collaboration process amid the local political situation 
means gaining trust. Therefore, the researcher 
approached community leaders and then had an 
opportunity to speak at a community event. 
Community leaders are prominent craft owners and 
heads of the glass-bead craft association. Through the 
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support of community leaders, there were community 
meetings conducted in a weekly basis for two months. 
Community meetings were attended by craftspeople 
from different groups and included workshops and 
discussions. There were 2 design students and 2 fresh-
graduate design alumni from a local institution and 2 
professional designers who acted as facilitators in 
addition to the researcher. Facilitators assisted 
craftspeople to address their main problems, recognize 
the strength of the craft industry and share ideas in an 
informal setting. Brainstorming and mind-mapping 
techniques, along with a SWOT (Strength-
Weaknesses-Opportunity-Threat) analysis, led to the 
idea that the strength of the industry lies in the 
attractiveness of the bead making process from waste 
glass into ready-to-weave beads.  
Some craftspeople claimed they had experiences of 
demonstrating their bead making expertise to 
institutions and exhibitions. Other craftspeople 
mentioned schools came to the site to learn the process 
of making bead. However, these activities did not 
happen regularly, nor frequently. Students or other 
spectators indicated great enthusiasm for the bead-
making-show, they usually ended up buying huge 
numbers of beads after the show. However, 
craftspeople did not used it as an innovative way to 
develop their business. 
Based on these facts, and to promote the craft industry, 
participants began to focus on the idea of exhibiting 
their bead making expertise. Facilitators and 
participants then discussed in detail about the bead-
making-show program. Later, 9 craftspeople agreed to 
arrange workshops where skilled craftspeople not only 
showed their expertise, but also gave an opportunity for 
students to try making beads. The workshop would also 
be filled with presentations about beads as cultural 
artifacts, entrepreneurship insights and creative 
thinking. 
The community then discussed how to identify the 
steps to organize glass bead workshops and announced 
the plan to rural communities to ensure every crafts 
person was well-informed. This would avoid jealousy 
about involvement in the project. Other important 
issues included distribution of tasks, funding sources, 
deciding prospective schools for pilot projects and 
setting up a safe temporary work-station design which 
used fire.  
Craftspeople and facilitators discussed the strength of 
each person and how to collaborate to enable the 
project to succeed. Craftspeople shared tasks of 
providing tools and materials while facilitators assisted 
in drawing up the proposal and contacting schools and 
media to promote the event. Facilitators also created 
banners, a backdrop and flyers as promotional tools for 
the event. 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION: GLASS-BEAD-MAKING 
WORKSHOP TO HIGH SCHOOLS  
Facilitators and craftspeople collaboratively conducted 
bead making workshops to 4 high schools of which a 
total of 150 students participated. Each took 3 hours. 
There were presentations, a demonstration and glass-
bead-making tutorial. The enthusiasm of high school 
students and teachers about workshops was a good sign 
that increased industry awareness. Moreover, students 
became part of the target markets and prospective 
networks for the craft industry in the future. Some high 
schools offered long-term cooperation to craftspeople 
to help students enrich their entrepreneurial skills. 
 
Figure 2. High school students learning to make a glass-bead, tutored 
by craftspeople (source: author) 
EVALUATION 
Rural craftspeople expressed enthusiasm in finding a 
way to promote their business, obtaining an alternative 
job as a workshop tutor and having the opportunity to 
share knowledge with design and high school students. 
This project also rebuilt the relationships among 
craftspeople across groups in the community, and the 
way students appreciated the craftspeople’s expertise in 
making bead raised the confidence of craftspeople.  
Despite its initial success, this project should be 
continue in order to build a significant effect 
throughout the broader community. Due to the fact that 
the rural craftspeople had minimal experience in 
organizing an event, the assistance of facilitators was 
essential.  The project needs more resources and it will 
take a longer time to “hand over the stick” to the 
craftspeople themselves. 
THE SWITCHING ROLE OF THE ACTORS 
This case presents the notion that the role of actors in a 
participatory project switches during the project. Figure 
3 shows that at the beginning of the project participants 
were passive actors, but at the end, they played active 
roles. During the initiation phase, the researcher took 
an active role to explore information, approach 
community leaders for support, and engage participants 
to join the project. Community leaders gave support by 
inviting participants as well as to organizing the 
meeting. In the next steps of the project, problem 
formulation and method decision, all actors categorized 
into a supportive role. Provided techniques were to 
encourage participants to share their thoughts about 
current problems while community leaders gave 
feedback and added important issues, according to their 
experience.  
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Craftspeople took active roles in the project 
implementation phase as they knew their own 
capabilities very well. Facilitators supported the event 
by optimizing promotional materials. As a result, the 
event was held in a professional way. Community 
leaders were indirectly involved in the event by gave 
suggestions and feedback. 
THE ROLE OF A PARTICIPATORY 
RESEARCHER AND FACILITATORS 
This study suggests there are three essential tasks for 
facilitators: to maintain communication, engage the 
bottom-up decision making process and boost the 
project. 
MAINTAIN THE COMMUNICATION 
The implicit grouping in the community lead to the 
strategy of targeting influential people in each group. 
Maintaining a careful and neutral attitude during 
communication is critical, as each group could have 
expressed a disliked for a particular group, and an 
awareness of sensitive issues was necessary so that 
tension among groups about price, market, and design 
did not occur. Giving attention to private or family 
issues was helpful in achieving the closeness feeling of 
participants. This situation frequently happened during 
face-to-face interaction, because a rural community has 
an inter-related or integrated aspect (Kerr 1991). 
Discussing business leads unavoidably to a family 
issue, and it is also the sign that craftspeople begin to 
trust the researcher. The researcher must respect to this 
trust, and not only focus on the research topic. The 
mode of communication used during the project also 
contributed to the succeess of the program. Face-to-
face communication raised a better feeling of closeness 
and trust between the facilitator and participants. 
Nevertheless, face-to-face communication along with 
the use of SMS in a simple sentence (to inform, invite, 
resume and organize coordination) enhanced project 
collaboration. Overall, the important issues in 
maintaining communication is respecting the sensitive 
issues in the community. Understanding this enabled 
the facilitator to build trust and close relationships. 
Once trust was established, so too was the way to 
engage bottom-up decision making as well as organize 
the next meeting agendas. 
ENGAGING BOTTOM-UP DECISION MAKING 
Despite the benefit of bottom-up decision making, the 
way to achieve it is complicated (Bebbington 2006). 
Facilitators must ensure that participants have the 
enthusiasm to share ideas as well as avoid ‘free-ride’ 
problem1. Otherwise, craftspeople tend to be passive, 
possibly because of their cultural background, limited 
knowledge, or local political situation. The enthusiasm 
to share ideas depends on the participant’s view of the 
future and level of comfort in the situation to speak. 
The more optimistic view of the future, the more ideas 
were raised. Craftspeople willingly tended to speak in 
informal situations. So the facilitator provided games 
and organized discussions in such settings. The role of 
community leaders as patrons, who are respected 
person by craftspeople, became influential. When one 
of these patrons was speaking, everybody would  likely 
agree and follow his suggestion. Therefore, to make 
participants think and avoid domination, the facilitator 
usually repeated the statement of the patron, but 
turning it into a question. This strategy was also 
applied when the facilitator gave suggestions. All 
suggestions were delivered as questions. Instead of 
insisting on people agreeing with the idea, the 
facilitator must ensure there is a chance for 
craftspeople to express their view. Once a participant 
feels comfortable with a facilitator, they will begin to 
talk and share ideas. Otherwise, all ideas will come 
from facilitators and not necessarily reflect participant 
needs. 
BOOST THE PROJECT 
The term ‘boost’ in this paper has no correlation to 
rush. Project acceleration was needed when a boredom 
and stagnancy situation occurred caused by a 
pessimistic situation. This pessimistic situation could 
make  participants reluctant to come to the next 
meeting. An insightful and motivating facilitator 
therefore was needed to overcome that stagnancy. 
Besides having interpersonal and political skills, the 
facilitator’s educational background in the design field 
was an advantage to boost the project and optimize the 
potency of the craftspeople. The facilitator’s view was 
an input for discussion rather than merely being 
adopted as a decision.  
CONCLUSION 
There are crucial issues when facilitating a 
participatory project. The interpersonal and political 
skill of the researcher and facilitator is significant in 
maintaining communication and engaging bottom-up 
decision making. Then the facilitator’s background and 
expertise accelerated the project. Last, this study 
supported previous theories that a participatory 
researcher acts as a convenor, motivator, catalysator, 
organizator and facilitator, and the roles were shifted 
                                                            
1 Olson identified a ‘free-ride’ problem as an issue of working in a 
group, when some people try to get much benefit with less 
contribution (Olson 1965 cited in Beard and Dasgupta 2006).  
Figure 3. Involvement of actors in the steps of an activity 
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craftspeople did not used it as an innovative way to 
develop their business. 
Based on these facts, and to promote the craft industry, 
participants began to focus on the idea of exhibiting 
their bead making expertise. Facilitators and 
participants then discussed in detail about the bead-
making-show program. Later, 9 craftspeople agreed to 
arrange workshops where skilled craftspeople not only 
showed their expertise, but also gave an opportunity for 
students to try making beads. The workshop would also 
be filled with presentations about beads as cultural 
artifacts, entrepreneurship insights and creative 
thinking. 
The community then discussed how to identify the 
steps to organize glass bead workshops and announced 
the plan to rural communities to ensure every crafts 
person was well-informed. This would avoid jealousy 
about involvement in the project. Other important 
issues included distribution of tasks, funding sources, 
deciding prospective schools for pilot projects and 
setting up a safe temporary work-station design which 
used fire.  
Craftspeople and facilitators discussed the strength of 
each person and how to collaborate to enable the 
project to succeed. Craftspeople shared tasks of 
providing tools and materials while facilitators assisted 
in drawing up the proposal and contacting schools and 
media to promote the event. Facilitators also created 
banners, a backdrop and flyers as promotional tools for 
the event. 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION: GLASS-BEAD-MAKING 
WORKSHOP TO HIGH SCHOOLS  
Facilitators and craftspeople collaboratively conducted 
bead making workshops to 4 high schools of which a 
total of 150 students participated. Each took 3 hours. 
There were presentations, a demonstration and glass-
bead-making tutorial. The enthusiasm of high school 
students and teachers about workshops was a good sign 
that increased industry awareness. Moreover, students 
became part of the target markets and prospective 
networks for the craft industry in the future. Some high 
schools offered long-term cooperation to craftspeople 
to help students enrich their entrepreneurial skills. 
 
Figure 2. High school students learning to make a glass-bead, tutored 
by craftspeople (source: author) 
EVALUATION 
Rural craftspeople expressed enthusiasm in finding a 
way to promote their business, obtaining an alternative 
job as a workshop tutor and having the opportunity to 
share knowledge with design and high school students. 
This project also rebuilt the relationships among 
craftspeople across groups in the community, and the 
way students appreciated the craftspeople’s expertise in 
making bead raised the confidence of craftspeople.  
Despite its initial success, this project should be 
continue in order to build a significant effect 
throughout the broader community. Due to the fact that 
the rural craftspeople had minimal experience in 
organizing an event, the assistance of facilitators was 
essential.  The project needs more resources and it will 
take a longer time to “hand over the stick” to the 
craftspeople themselves. 
THE SWITCHING ROLE OF THE ACTORS 
This case presents the notion that the role of actors in a 
participatory project switches during the project. Figure 
3 shows that at the beginning of the project participants 
were passive actors, but at the end, they played active 
roles. During the initiation phase, the researcher took 
an active role to explore information, approach 
community leaders for support, and engage participants 
to join the project. Community leaders gave support by 
inviting participants as well as to organizing the 
meeting. In the next steps of the project, problem 
formulation and method decision, all actors categorized 
into a supportive role. Provided techniques were to 
encourage participants to share their thoughts about 
current problems while community leaders gave 
feedback and added important issues, according to their 
experience.  
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Craftspeople took active roles in the project 
implementation phase as they knew their own 
capabilities very well. Facilitators supported the event 
by optimizing promotional materials. As a result, the 
event was held in a professional way. Community 
leaders were indirectly involved in the event by gave 
suggestions and feedback. 
THE ROLE OF A PARTICIPATORY 
RESEARCHER AND FACILITATORS 
This study suggests there are three essential tasks for 
facilitators: to maintain communication, engage the 
bottom-up decision making process and boost the 
project. 
MAINTAIN THE COMMUNICATION 
The implicit grouping in the community lead to the 
strategy of targeting influential people in each group. 
Maintaining a careful and neutral attitude during 
communication is critical, as each group could have 
expressed a disliked for a particular group, and an 
awareness of sensitive issues was necessary so that 
tension among groups about price, market, and design 
did not occur. Giving attention to private or family 
issues was helpful in achieving the closeness feeling of 
participants. This situation frequently happened during 
face-to-face interaction, because a rural community has 
an inter-related or integrated aspect (Kerr 1991). 
Discussing business leads unavoidably to a family 
issue, and it is also the sign that craftspeople begin to 
trust the researcher. The researcher must respect to this 
trust, and not only focus on the research topic. The 
mode of communication used during the project also 
contributed to the succeess of the program. Face-to-
face communication raised a better feeling of closeness 
and trust between the facilitator and participants. 
Nevertheless, face-to-face communication along with 
the use of SMS in a simple sentence (to inform, invite, 
resume and organize coordination) enhanced project 
collaboration. Overall, the important issues in 
maintaining communication is respecting the sensitive 
issues in the community. Understanding this enabled 
the facilitator to build trust and close relationships. 
Once trust was established, so too was the way to 
engage bottom-up decision making as well as organize 
the next meeting agendas. 
ENGAGING BOTTOM-UP DECISION MAKING 
Despite the benefit of bottom-up decision making, the 
way to achieve it is complicated (Bebbington 2006). 
Facilitators must ensure that participants have the 
enthusiasm to share ideas as well as avoid ‘free-ride’ 
problem1. Otherwise, craftspeople tend to be passive, 
possibly because of their cultural background, limited 
knowledge, or local political situation. The enthusiasm 
to share ideas depends on the participant’s view of the 
future and level of comfort in the situation to speak. 
The more optimistic view of the future, the more ideas 
were raised. Craftspeople willingly tended to speak in 
informal situations. So the facilitator provided games 
and organized discussions in such settings. The role of 
community leaders as patrons, who are respected 
person by craftspeople, became influential. When one 
of these patrons was speaking, everybody would  likely 
agree and follow his suggestion. Therefore, to make 
participants think and avoid domination, the facilitator 
usually repeated the statement of the patron, but 
turning it into a question. This strategy was also 
applied when the facilitator gave suggestions. All 
suggestions were delivered as questions. Instead of 
insisting on people agreeing with the idea, the 
facilitator must ensure there is a chance for 
craftspeople to express their view. Once a participant 
feels comfortable with a facilitator, they will begin to 
talk and share ideas. Otherwise, all ideas will come 
from facilitators and not necessarily reflect participant 
needs. 
BOOST THE PROJECT 
The term ‘boost’ in this paper has no correlation to 
rush. Project acceleration was needed when a boredom 
and stagnancy situation occurred caused by a 
pessimistic situation. This pessimistic situation could 
make  participants reluctant to come to the next 
meeting. An insightful and motivating facilitator 
therefore was needed to overcome that stagnancy. 
Besides having interpersonal and political skills, the 
facilitator’s educational background in the design field 
was an advantage to boost the project and optimize the 
potency of the craftspeople. The facilitator’s view was 
an input for discussion rather than merely being 
adopted as a decision.  
CONCLUSION 
There are crucial issues when facilitating a 
participatory project. The interpersonal and political 
skill of the researcher and facilitator is significant in 
maintaining communication and engaging bottom-up 
decision making. Then the facilitator’s background and 
expertise accelerated the project. Last, this study 
supported previous theories that a participatory 
researcher acts as a convenor, motivator, catalysator, 
organizator and facilitator, and the roles were shifted 
                                                            
1 Olson identified a ‘free-ride’ problem as an issue of working in a 
group, when some people try to get much benefit with less 
contribution (Olson 1965 cited in Beard and Dasgupta 2006).  
Figure 3. Involvement of actors in the steps of an activity 
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during the project. Once participants already became 
enthusiastic about the project, the researcher should 
change their role into a supportive actor and ensure that 
participants are able to decide the output. 
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participants are able to decide the output. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper aims to show a methodology for 
innovation in business with a participatory 
approach, using as a case study the reformulation 
of issuing processes within an insurance company 
in Brazil. The methodology set up was 
experimental, and was planned to create extreme 
participation of the client and to bring actionable 
results within a short timeframe. The total duration 
of the project was of ten weeks, consisting of an 
initial mapping of the emission process and its 
problems, and short focused weekly cycles – with 
immersion, ideation and prototyping done within 
five days. To make these very rapid cycles 
possible, the team used theater improvisation 
techniques and was inspired by agile development 
methodology. The project team included two 
members of the client’s employees contributing to 
the participatory aspect of the approach and 
supporting the further diffusion of an innovation 
culture in a business environment. 
INTRODUCTION 
Brokers have a key position in the insurance market in 
Brazil being on the frontline of systems full of rules and 
procedures through which they have to overcome to 
meet client objectives. From the perspective of 
insurance companies, they are the link to potential 
clients and strongly influence the customer’s choice in 
the local market which is extremely reliant on human 
relationships. In this context, MJV Technology and 
Innovation consultancy was commissioned to 
understand insurance services from the broker’s 
perspective within a strategy of collaborative work with 
the stakeholders involved, capturing their expectations 
and difficulties around the company's processes and, 
from that, co-create solutions with the stakeholders. 
CONTEXT AND PROBLEM 
In the cited context, insurance companies have the task 
of not only attracting their final customers, but 
maintaining a close relationship with brokers, who due 
to local law are required for any insurance transaction. 
In some companies, the broker is almost targeted as the 
customer, due to his strong influence on the final 
customer's purchase decision and the difficulties of the 
market in communicating value and product distinction 
among providers. 
The insurance company in case has in the past years 
made heavy investments in modernizing its emission 
system with new technologies, robust platforms, 
optimization of call center operations, but soon realized 
that was not enough to create a good experience for the 
broker, who was feeling the process to be too 
automated, with lack of human contact. 
After receiving constant complaints from the brokers, the 
company understood they needed to review their processes 
with a more human based approach. MJV's task was to 
review the emissions process to find where there were issues 
that could be improved in order to create a great overall 
experience for the broker, and consequently add value to the 
relation between the insurance company and brokers. The 
design team had ten weeks to transform this service 
since the company needed quick results for fast 
implementation because of the high competition present 
in the market. To do that, it was necessary to understand 
the emission system that is composed of distinct 
processes and financial management and to involve 
various units with different expertises to work together 
in order to design directions that would bring innovative 
business solutions to the company. The short timeframe 
demanded a fast working model that would have to 
bring a broad understanding of the system and its 
particularities to all players but at the same time raise 
efficient solutions for inadequate status and 
unproductive areas. Having already worked on another 
project with the same company, the design team felt the 
need of bringing greater participation from company 
employees and directors. In this first project, the team 
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had difficulties to involve the company directors to 
participate closely and finding our way within the 
company was also a challenge. The object of study was 
a delicate issue that placed the design team in the 
middle of internal political differences among different 
areas, and the result of this was that the design team had 
to put an incredible effort into creating a participatory 
environment, and the deadline had to be extended. 
METHODOLOGY: STRATEGY 
To answer the needs of our client, MJV team was inspired 
by a different set of methodologies that were combined to 
bring results in the expected timeframe. In order to build 
more engagement from the company, the approach chosen 
was meant to create extreme participation. During 
negotiation of the contract, it was proposed to the client 
that the cost of the project could be reduced if two 
members of the insurance company were fully part of the 
design team, and solutions could be brought up quickly if 
the project was organized in a way that decisions were 
made weekly. One of the references used to build this 
routine was agile development, a management approach 
that is used by software developers (Stickdorn, 2010). It 
values early and continuous delivery of results within 
short sprints, giving importance to individuals working 
on them and not on processes. Its iterative nature allows 
accommodation of change along the way, and that 
makes it adaptable and inclusive to inputs from other 
stakeholders (Beck, 2001; Stickdorn, 2010). Having 
very tight deadlines and goals that seem unreachable 
can be a way of creating a team that works well together 
(Kelley, 2001). Techniques derived from theatre and 
improvisation, such as Investigative Rehearsal 
(Hormess, 2012) and Service Staging (Stickdorn, 2010) 
were also used in this project as a way of dealing with 
interpersonal relationships, generating ideas and 
prototyping them. In these methods, a certain scenario is 
physically acted out, and is iterated with participation of the  
group, who can interfere in the scene by generating ideas 
and testing them out. The service in question is mainly 
built by interpersonal contact, processes sustained by 
protocols and rules that were maintained through 
channels like: phone, emails, online platforms and call 
centers. Through the improvisation techniques it was 
possible to simulate those situations the way they are, 
testing mainly the relationship issues. Using these 
methods was key to bringing the agility needed for this 
project, since ideation and prototyping could be done in 
the same session. 
The two first weeks of the project were dedicated for a 
strategic and visual mapping of the whole process in 
order to understand the emission system as a whole and 
pinpoint its different parts as well as the relation among 
the stakeholders involved. A Blueprint (Vianna, 2012) 
was produced as a result of this analysis and the first 
challenges started to appear indicating the potential 
problem areas on the process. The next six weeks were 
focused on deepening the relevant aspects discovered 
during the mapping phase. Every week consisted of a 
full cycle and was devoted to one topic, always starting 
on Mondays and finishing on Fridays. The Immersion 
and Analysis would be done on the first two days, 
Ideation on Wednesdays, Prototyping on Thursdays and 
every Friday the learning and results would be presented 
to the client. On those meetings, two directors of the 
responsible area would be always present. One 
important aspect here is that the design team - four 
consultants in total - would work full time with two 
other employees from the client. The group of six 
people would pass through every detail of the work 
together, from making appointments for interviews to 
prototyping ideas. The last two weeks were spared for 
the development of the content related to the whole 
process. The insights, ideas and prototypes were then 
organized in a visual way that communicated the entire 
work process and results to the client. 
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METHODOLOGY: DESIGN AND 
LIMITATIONS 
In the beginning of the project, it was important to offer 
the insurance company a good overview of the emission 
system through a service design lens. The two first 
weeks of the project were dedicated to mapping the 
emission process and potential problems to be worked 
on. That helped the design team understand the complex 
relationship among the areas related to the system. 
Individual and group interviews, desk research and 
shadowing (Vianna, 2012) were techniques used for 
getting the information needed for mapping in a 
blueprint the stakeholders, their emotions, touchpoints 
and the structure involved in the whole process. 
With the results of the first two weeks in hands, the 
client chose the topic to be explored further on for the 
first one-week cycle. It was also time to start the work 
together with the two employees of the client. Already 
on the first day it was possible to feel one advantage of 
having their workforce with the consultancy team: their 
influence was vital for keeping the rhythm, making 
appointments and also choosing the most relevant 
participants for each activities. 
The topics to be worked on during every cycle were 
decided on each Friday session before the beginning of 
the new cycle. The decision was made together with the 
team of six members and with the two directors 
involved – those meetings were important to look again 
at the whole emission process, its problems and 
deciding the focus of the next cycle. The blueprint was 
an important tool for keeping track of the big picture. 
The insights and conclusions collected and presented at 
the end of every week could create new interests and 
opportunities that would raise interest of the clients, so a 
new issue could be proposed according to the findings 
of the previous week. 
With the agile sprints of work, it was important to opt 
for techniques and processes that would demand short 
time for preparation and that would not demand support 
material. The use of theatre improvisation on different 
phases of the design thinking process proved to fit with 
the organization’s and logistical restrictions. Already in 
the first weekly cycle it was possible to understand that 
the appointments for interviews and ideation should be 
already scheduled at the previous week in order not to 
put at risk the whole process. Another important 
discovery was that the activities of prototyping, that 
were initially planned for Thursdays the entire day, 
were moved to Wednesday to last until maximum 
Thursday morning. That change was due to the need to 
work more deeply on the insights received and organize 
them for the presentation on Friday. Those 
improvements were possible due to the six repetitions of 
the cycle, giving us the opportunity to optimize the 
methodology. 
RESULTS 
One representative characteristic of the methodology is 
that the rhythm imposed made it possible to raise 
problems, propose ideas and test results within five days 
and ended up providing a high level of tangibility of the 
design thinking process for the company employees that 
were involved in the everyday routine of the project. In 
most of the weekly cycles the two members would be 
touched by some discoveries made during the 
immersion sessions and would go to specific areas of 
the company to talk about the problems found. This 
provoked a flux of improvement inside the company 
that was not starting from the directors or the managers, 
but from the base. The two added members effectively 
became part of the team, had ownership of the results 
and defended them when presenting to other areas of the 
company. After the completion of the project and its 
final presentation, the directors identified the necessity 
of engaging all the areas that were related to the project 
and organized three extra presentations of the results of 
the project to groups of employees representing each 
one of the target areas. 
The methodology applied proved itself to be quite 
exhaustive. It brings quick results, but demands strong 
commitment from the team, since the schedule is tight 
and the switch between phases is very fast. Every 
minute was planned and targeted to a specific activity, 
what brought a constant tension during the weekly 
cycles and made it rare for the team to be able to have 
moments of mental relaxation where ideas and 
discussions could informally flow. The short cycles 
allowed the client to perceive the Design Thinking in a 
tangible way because of the agility of going through 
each stage of the process within one or two days. 
Nevertheless because of the barriers that time restriction 
brought to the creative process, we believe that an 
addition of two days to each cycle would be enough to 
overcome the difficulties encountered. 
CONCLUSION 
The six week cycle strategy and the improvisation 
techniques were chosen to be used because of their 
potential of developing a methodology of strong 
collaborative work with the stakeholders and delivering 
emphatic, collaborative and fast results. The optimized 
timeframe made it possible to the client to appreciate 
and closely follow the work done by the design team 
and better understanding came together with a greater 
engagement. 
After this project, it was possible to evaluate the 
advantages of having employees from the client 
working within the design team. Besides bringing 
knowledge of the context and the product, they made 
some bureaucratic tasks less demanding and were very 
important to keep the pace as they could schedule 
meetings with more ease as they knew the paths inside 
the company. 
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Having ownership of the ideas generated, they not only 
spread the results of the project among their colleagues, 
but also defended the resulting ideas and pushed them 
further. They were also key in spreading innovation 
culture among their colleagues, since they understood 
and experienced the process of innovation through 
design. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper explores new ways to analyze and 
understand knowledge creation in the fuzzy front-
end of innovation processes. Specifically, the paper 
asks whether interaction tools can play a decisive 
role in the generation of ideas, and the facilitation 
of co-creative innovation practices between 
heterogeneous groups, individuals, and their 
respective knowledge domains. By studying the 
real-world application of tools in the context of a 
managerial foresight workshop, we address the 
challenges of (a) combining heterogeneous 
knowledge and knowing and (b) alternating 
between interpretative and analytical approaches 
within multidisciplinary innovation groups. These 
challenges constitute potential major inhibitors to 
innovation in organizations. By understanding the 
challenges and mechanisms in knowledge creation, 
the design of knowledge and innovation 
management practices in organizations can be 
improved. 
INTRODUCTION 
The traditional paradigm of science- and technology-
driven innovation is complemented by a broader view of 
innovation in recent years. New innovations are 
increasingly seen to emerge in practical contexts in 
which different types of scientific and practical 
knowledge from different disciplines are combined in 
non-linear processes. Innovation is not only the 
responsibility of designated experts, namely scientists 
and researchers in academia or research specialists 
within companies, it occurs within groups of 
heterogeneous people joined by a common interest 
(Berg Jensen et al., 2007; Harmaakorpi and Melkas, 
2012).  
This practice- and interaction-driven view of innovation 
has increasingly gained attention. Concepts such as 
open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003), employee-driven 
innovation (Bessant, 2003), user-driven innovation (von 
Hippel, 2005), and consumer and practice-based 
innovation (Harmaakorpi and Mutanen, 2008; Ellström, 
2010; Melkas and Harmaakorpi 2012) have surfaced 
and established themselves in literature. In particular, 
practice-based innovation is a collaborative form of 
creating knowledge in which academics and 
practitioners of various fields leverage their different 
perspectives, conceptions, ideas, and competences to 
co-produce new knowledge (Berg-Jensen et al., 2007; 
Harmaakorpi and Melkas, 2012). Knowledge 
production is thus diffused and based on combining 
heterogeneous knowledge in a multidisciplinary manner 
(Gibbons et al., 1994).  
 
In innovation, the creation of new knowledge in 
organizations is the prerequisite to staying competitive. 
Typically, the combination and creation of knowledge is 
situated, context-specific, and takes place in very 
practical environments. Organizations are seen as sites 
where practitioners and scholars co-produce knowledge. 
People and groups in organizations create knowledge by 
participating in and negotiating multiple meanings of 
actions and situations. Participants in innovation 
processes cannot simply ‘pour knowledge into’ the 
innovating partners; they must be interactive partners in 
collective learning processes that lead to successful 
innovations (Melkas and Harmaakorpi, 2012: 2).  
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Looking at these learning processes in more detail, 
Lester and Piore (2004) posit that the ability to create 
innovations demands alternation between and 
reconciliation of two fundamental complementary 
processes— interpretation and analysis. The 
interpretative process of co-creation takes form in 
fragmented, ongoing, and open-ended interaction and 
communication that aim to create and discover new 
ideas, insights, and meanings. The analytical process, 
on the other hand, culminates in rational, linear 
decision-making with well-defined aims, codified 
parameters, time frames, and methods.  
Effective management of practice-based innovation 
(Harmaakorpi and Melkas 2012) then rests on the 
successful reconciliation of the interpretative and 
analytical approaches that alternatingly feed and 
complement each other. This reconciliation is a source 
of new knowledge generation through dialectical form. 
As the ultimate focus of this paper, we are interested in 
managerial methods that can help shape group 
interaction and facilitate in knowledge co-creation and 
the transition between analytical and interpretative 
lenses. Despite their obvious potential, the use and 
efficacy of tangible tools to explicitly facilitate and 
structure the highly ambiguous knowledge co-creation 
process has not received attention in extant literature. 
We believe group interactions moderated by tools 
directly impact the emergence, form, and substance of 
produced knowledge. Through the empirical 
observation of innovation teams at a two-day ideation 
workshop, we elaborate on how the tools facilitate 
knowledge co-creation and how they trigger and 
structure the alternation between analytical and 
interpretative approaches throughout the knowledge co-
creation process.  
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
We base our research approach on prior studies of 
knowledge creation as an inquiry using different forms 
of knowledge and knowing. The potential to create new 
knowledge through the interplay of different forms of 
heterogeneous knowledge and knowing is well 
recognized in the fields of research methodology (e.g., 
Heron, 1996; Heron and Reason, 2001; Taylor 2003), 
management and organization theory (e.g., Phillips, 
1995; Hargrave and Van de Ven, 2006; Schreyögg and 
Geiger, 2006; Vickers, 2008), and organizational 
learning (e.g., Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Cook and 
Brown, 1999; Amin and Cohendet, 2004). 
KNOWLEDGE CO-CREATION 
To study knowledge creation in organizations, the view 
of knowing as action has gained increased attention 
(Brown and Duguid, 1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991; 
Blackler, 2002; Amin and Cohendet, 2004; Gherardi 
2006). To complement the resource-based view of 
knowledge as an asset and property of individuals or 
organizations, the view of knowing as action 
emphasizes that the source of new knowledge creation 
is in the interplay between knowledge and knowing. 
Knowledge and knowing are thus seen as 
complementary and mutually enabling.  
The generative potential lies in the use of knowledge as 
a tool for knowing within situated interaction. In other 
words, knowledge is something that people create in 
their ongoing interaction rather than something they 
store or own (Gherardi, 2006; Van de Ven and Johnson, 
2006; Pässilä, Oikarinen and Vince, 2012).  
CHALLENGES OF CO-CREATION 
Participants in interactive, collective knowledge 
creation processes often experience conflict and 
interpersonal tensions that are associated when 
juxtaposing people with different views and approaches. 
Participants are expected to share their personal and 
unformulated experiences, ideas, and conceptions. They 
ought to pay attention to opposing points of view and 
then synthesize different pieces of knowledge to 
construct a shared understanding. The knowledge is 
built through multi-voiced confrontations of divergent 
conceptions, and the process is often conflicted and 
chaotic (Pässilä and Oikarinen, forthcoming).  
Thus, the appreciation of different forms of knowledge 
can be seen as a prerequisite for knowledge creation. As 
Van de Ven and Johnson (2006: 808) note: “Once 
different perspectives and kinds of knowledge are 
recognized as partial, incomplete, and involving 
inherent bias with respect to any complex problem, then 
it is easy to see the need for a pluralistic approach to 
knowledge coproduction among scholars and 
practitioners.”  
Moreover, as Lester and Piore (2004) argue, innovation 
generation in organizations depends on the two 
fundamental processes of analysis and interpretation. 
The challenge for management is to figure how to 
alternate between these two fundamentally different 
approaches: to discover new issues and create variety, 
and then to analyze, prioritize and make selections. 
CHALLENGES OF FRONT-END INNOVATION 
Many groups begin their knowledge co-creation at the 
front-end of innovation, often called “fuzzy” because 
the process is experimental, explorative, unpredictable, 
and even chaotic. The main challenge in the front-end of 
innovation is the creation of future-oriented knowledge. 
Future-oriented knowledge is typically very hard to 
outline (Uotila et al., 2012) because it is even more 
abstract than tacit knowledge (Uotila et al., 2006). 
Future-oriented knowledge is so abstract because it 
often addresses “unknown unknowns” and requires the 
definition of problems, not only the generation of 
solutions to existing problems (Root-Bernstein, 2003). 
Future-oriented knowledge is typically individually 
driven, difficult to articulate and communicate, and very 
sticky and resistant to knowledge-transfer efforts (Major 
and Cordey-Hayes, 2000). 
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METHODOLOGY 
The research method is a case study based on 
participative observation. Through the study of 
innovation teams using a set of specific foresight tools, 
we address the challenges of combining heterogeneous 
knowledge and knowing and of alternating between 
interpretative and analytical approaches within 
multidisciplinary innovation groups. Considering the 
facilitation point of view, we are interested in methods 
used to shape group interaction. We ask, how these 
methods facilitate knowledge co-creation and the 
transition between analytical and interpretative lenses 
throughout the co-creation process.  
We study knowledge creation as co-operative inquiry 
based on Heron’s (1996) “extended epistemology” and 
Heron’s and Reason’s (2001) categorization of 
knowledge as propositional, experiential, practical and 
presentational (Heron, 1996; Heron and Reason, 2001). 
These knowledge attributes are presented in Table 1. 
Each type of knowledge provides incomplete 
understanding on its own and is linked to and builds on 
each of the other forms through an inquiry.  
Co-operative inquiry is one line of action research in 
which learning and knowledge creation cycles through 
reflection and action. In co-operative inquiry, 
participants work together to research a topic in order to 
understand and make sense of it. One distinctive feature 
of co-operative inquiry is the appreciation of 
presentational forms of knowledge, and their potential 
especially in sense-making and interpretation. The 
cycles of action and reflection may be presented in 
many ways, and they may find expression in an 
imaginative and expressive approach as well (Heron, 
1996; Heron and Reason, 2001). 
Table 1. Type of participation in a process of knowing (adapted from 
Heron, 1996; Heron and Reason, 2001: 184) 
Nature of 
Knowing 
Participation of 
Knowing 
Congruence of 
Knowing 
Propositional 
knowing  
Knowledge “about” 
something, is knowing 
through ideas and 
theories, expressed in 
informative statements  
Knowing 
understood 
through 
theories which 
make sense  
Practical 
knowing  
Knowing “how to” do 
something expressed in a 
skill, knack, or 
competence  
Knowing 
expressed in 
worthwhile 
action  
Experiential 
knowing  
Knowing emerges 
through direct face-to-
face encounter with a 
person, place or thing; it 
is knowing through the 
immediacy of perceiving, 
empathy and resonance   
Knowing 
grounded in 
experience  
Nature of 
Knowing 
Participation of 
Knowing 
Congruence of 
Knowing 
Presentational 
knowing  
Knowing expressing 
meaning and significance 
through expressive forms 
of movement, dance, 
sound, music, drawing, 
painting, sculpture, 
poetry, story, drama, and 
so on  
Knowing 
expressed 
through stories 
and images  
Our methodology applies some features of action 
research and co-operative inquiry, but does not 
completely adhere to their conventional approaches. 
The main distinction is in the roles of researchers and 
participants, which are unequal. In line with the 
traditions of conventional qualitative study, the 
emphasis of our approach is on doing research on 
people, not with them. While we set and provide 
participants with specific tools for inquiry and data 
generation, they were given complete freedom to decide 
their focus of inquiry and the ways to utilize the tools. 
Our research team adopted the role of observers and did 
not equally participate in the knowledge inquiry.   
RESEARCH DESIGN 
The interaction test was structured as a two-day 
workshop in autumn 2011. There were 21 participants 
from three global Finnish companies, which operate in 
the wood processing, mining, and chemicals industries. 
Participants were divided into five groups based on their 
company affiliation, and one researcher observed each 
group. Two researchers acted in a more active role as 
facilitators, who explained the interaction tools and 
responded to the different group inquiries.   
Each group defined its own innovation topic that they 
would explore in the two days of the workshop. All 
groups identified and converged on innovation problems 
that were directly related to their business goals. The 
workshop agenda was designed to move participants 
from open-ended exploration to solution convergence 
by teaching everyone the same set of tools that they 
could then apply to their topics.  
All five participating groups worked on the same 
schedule. First, the facilitators introduced the tools for a 
given phase. Then, the participants had time to work 
together in groups to apply the tools. Finally, 
participants assembled in a common space, and each 
group presented its results, discussing them openly. The 
cycle was repeated several times to cover all three 
foresight stages and then the tools for developing the 
appropriate organizational culture for innovation. 
Twelve different interaction tools were taught to 
participants based on ongoing work by Cockayne and 
Carleton in foresight strategy and radical innovation 
(Carleton and Cockayne, 2009; Carleton, 2010; 
Carleton, Cockayne, and Tahvanainen, 2013). Cockayne 
and Carleton developed the methodology at Stanford 
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University and with organizations around the world 
over the last several years1.  
 
Figure 1. Methods used in the workshop 
The foresight methodology was taught in four 
consecutive phases, each associated with three tools. 
Phase I helped participants discern the broader patterns 
and trends at least three innovation cycles into the future 
for a new idea. Phase II provided three tools to help 
understand a future customer or market in terms of 
macro, micro, and narrative views. Phase III encouraged 
participants to prototype and take immediate action in 
order to build their innovation ideas as realistic tangible 
solutions. Phase IV with another three tools addressed 
the importance of building the right innovation culture 
for new ideas to flourish repeatedly—including 
developing and communicating a broader vision for 
innovation, finding and supporting an innovation team, 
and defining and growing an innovation network. These 
tools focused on the broader organizational context that 
enables innovation work. 
In terms of knowledge co-creation, each phase was 
designed to be progressively more hands-on and 
concrete, taking groups on a journey from open-ended 
investigation to practical convergence and action. The 
emphasis was on knowing by doing and through asking 
smarter questions. The workshop was structured in 
multiple learning modes—including short lectures, 
group exercises, presentations, discussions, and 
feedback— to accommodate different learning styles 
and job roles. Multiple learning materials—such as 
whiteboards, flip charts, design prototypes, photos, and 
videos—were combined to better present the content 
and support a range of group collaboration. As part of 
the knowledge process, participants were required to 
present to the entire audience in order to learn from the 
other groups, facilitate the cross-pollination of ideas, 
and increase the diversity of perspectives heard. 
DATA ANALYSIS 
The knowledge creation process of each group was 
analyzed by the stages of co-operative inquiry, as 
                                                          
1 The tools are explained in detail in the Playbook for 
Strategic Foresight and Innovation available online: 
http://innovation.io/playbook 
outlined by Heron (1996: 73-103), in order to identify 
how group knowing emerged and which kind of 
knowledge arose from the interaction of different forms 
of heterogeneous knowledge, participants, and tools. 
The analysis focused on identifying matching patterns 
in groups, including the respective natures of knowing 
and forms of knowledge throughout the different phases 
of the knowledge co-creation process, and the 
challenges and enablers that surfaced during the 
process. 
However, the process of group interaction and 
knowledge generation is continuous, swinging between 
various natures of knowing and forms of knowledge, 
action and reflection, interpretation and analysis Hence 
the phases presented in our case as either/or are not 
categorical. Each phase had both analytical and 
interpretative aspects, and made use of multiple 
knowledge forms. The categorization of phases was 
made based on the dominating forms. 
RESULTS 
To provide an in-depth illustration of the process, we 
describe the work of one case-group in detail. The group 
consisted of two women and two men working in the 
same global industrial company. All of them held 
managerial positions, such as R&D Director, 
Technology Manager, Customer Intelligence Manager, 
and Production Manager. Two were close colleagues, 
but the other group members knew each other by name 
only.  
FOCUS OF INQUIRY 
During Phase I, the group collected and shared 
fragmented propositional knowledge, agreed on the 
focus of inquiry, sketched the big picture around it, and 
interpreted it together. Knowledge created in this phase 
was mainly propositional, although the tools tried to 
facilitate visualization and illustration of the broader 
context. Group knowledge was reflected in comments 
like “raw materials: availability and pricing”, “global 
markets: mature vs. emergent” and “technological 
development”. Group graphs were mainly based on and 
geared towards presenting facts.  
 
Figure 2. The Context Map method used in Phase I 
In the middle of the Phase I the group became frustrated 
trying to have the facts correctly. Then one participant 
noted that the official recording of history is always a 
story told by or told of the winner. This was a 
breakthrough comment that fortified the group. 
Encouraged, the group shifted the discussion towards 
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jointly interpreting what had been significant from their 
own personal points of view.  
The various backgrounds of participants seemed to be 
beneficial to group work. The views were more 
complementary than opposing and facilitated sketching 
a shared focus. Ultimately, this phase helped the 
participants to converge on a shared understanding of 
the basic elements underlying the respective topics of 
inquiry. This did not necessarily constitute new 
knowledge as such, but helped to align the efforts of 
individual members with their respective groups for the 
next phases of the process. 
FORESEEING FUTURE CUSTOMER NEEDS 
In Phase II, the tools encouraged groups to expand their 
knowledge modes to find and describe future customers. 
Through one tool, groups were required to combine new 
external data, such as demographic statistics, with their 
existing propositional knowledge of relevant market 
segments. The case-group added their own attitudes 
towards and experiences with the segments, finding 
expression in comments such as: “Last summer I visited 
the area and noticed environmental issues to be really 
important”. The case-group also drew on their 
experiences with the emerging generation of new 
potential customers: “My teens never read newspapers, 
but quite often they know the news before I do because 
they follow the internet”.  
 
Figure 3. The Future User method used in Phase II 
Another tool introduced presentational knowledge by 
encouraging groups to imagine future customer 
personas through storytelling and drama, which aroused 
new ways of action and knowing. Generating 
experiential data through role-play was a crucial turning 
point towards new insights and ideas. Participants 
openly encountered and became more engaged in 
creating an awareness of the behavior of future 
customers. To succeed in the knowledge transfer, they 
were playing and experimenting with various ways of 
action. Presentational knowledge dominated this phase, 
and the co-creation of knowing was based on 
performing and dramatized storytelling. This type of 
role-playing helped the participants to loosen and 
change their conventions and traditional ways of 
participating. This acting rehearsal was a moment of 
playful co-construction, it was fun and relaxing, people 
made jokes and imagined freely, playing with 
alternatives. This playful, relaxed mode helped 
participants to outline their future-oriented beliefs, 
which are known to be individual, sticky, and hard to 
articulate.  
REFLECTING ON FUTURE BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES 
The aim of reflection is to collate findings, sort them 
into categories, and look for patterns among them 
(Heron, 1996). Reflection is known to be challenging, 
and the results of this workshop support this. In Phase 
III, reflection was supposed to be carried out in an 
analytical, experimental and iterative way based on 
knowing and knowledge gained through the use of the 
previous tools. The main task was to draw and analyze 
an initial opportunity space defined by two key 
parameters that address the previously identified user 
needs. Most groups encountered challenges that were 
too difficult to overcome in the compressed time frame 
of the workshop. These groups completed the exercise 
using mainly obvious, conventional and known 
knowledge as input for the tool, including parameters 
such as price.  
This phase was deliberately designed to produce 
conceptual, propositional knowledge, requiring the 
evaluation and selection among multiple possible 
futures created during the previous phases. The 
fundamental challenges in switching from the 
interpretative mode to the analytical one may in part 
originate in the change of inquiry from the 
characteristics of a future user to the characteristics of a 
solution – a product or service – intended to target the 
customer’s anticipated needs. Groups struggled to 
analytically match qualitative human needs with 
specific, albeit still abstract, dimensions of a given 
product’s value proposition. They seemed to desire a 
mechanism to facilitate in assessing the validity and 
relevance of different user-product dimension pairs.  
The case-group lacked internal motivation to overcome 
the inherent ambiguity in defining future solutions. In 
the end, they set aside the tool and instead engaged in 
loose discussion. Gradually, they realized that the focus 
of their inquiry had changed: they had quit studying the 
product per se and were more interested in entirely new 
areas of application for it. 
PROTOTYPING NEW SOLUTIONS  
The final tool in Phase III prompted the groups to 
prototype their solutions in tangible ways using 
inexpensive office supplies. This tool integrated the 
knowledge and knowing gained in previous phases and 
complemented it with imaginational and generative 
ways through drawing, cutting, gluing, coloring, and 
sculpturing. Through presentational demos, each group 
concretely communicated their ideas and knowledge to 
the other groups. Compared to the feedback of previous 
presentation cycles, all groups received the most 
abundant and specific feedback from each other and the 
facilitators during this phase. While the prototypes all 
represented new ideas and were aimed at new markets 
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for the given companies, they were not necessarily 
radical. This might stem from the groups’ inability to 
transition from the interpretative phase of understanding 
the future customer needs to the analytical phase of 
translating these needs into relevant dimensions of an 
offering.  
 
Figure 4. Paper Mockups method used to prototype solutions 
IMPACTS ON THE RESPECTIVE ORGANIZATIONAL 
CONTEXTS 
In Phase IV, reflection focused on analyzing the group’s 
foreseen future using practical knowledge. The future 
scenarios created in the previous phases were compared 
to resources, practices and knowledge bases expressed 
in today’s actions. During the reflection, practical 
knowledge was complemented with experiential and 
propositional knowledge. Participants were observed 
appreciating how the tools assisted them in determining 
the first concrete steps of vision execution. However, 
the reflection seemed to be more based on the 
participants’ existing knowledge bases than the 
presentational portrayals established in the previous 
phase. 
The case-group discussed that “the challenge is to 
combine material technology and expand our 
knowledge and competence base, and to rethink our 
position in the value-chain.” They concluded that their 
idea “requires new material development, electronics 
and new kind of manufacturing,” and that they would 
“need co-operation …networking or partnering, with the 
electronics industry and end-users.” They compared the 
current knowledge base, resources, and practices of 
their company to those needed in the foreseen future. 
The diverse backgrounds of the participants 
complemented one another and facilitated in phrasing a 
nuanced vision statement.  
DISCUSSION 
The work of the five groups was analyzed in light of 
Heron and Reason’s (2001) categorization of knowledge 
into propositional, experiential, presentational and 
practical. The actions and processes in which the 
different types of knowledge were utilized are further 
categorized into two modes of inquiry, analytical and 
interpretative (Lester and Piore, 2004). Figure 1 
illustrates the knowledge creation process identified in 
this study as a continuous cycle alternating between 
analysis and interpretation and between various forms 
of knowledge. 
 
Figure 5. Knowledge creation cycle alternating between various forms 
and modes of knowledge and knowing 
The frames for inquiry were typically first set through 
analytical assessment, posing questions such as “What 
is important for the development of the competitive 
advantage of the company?” Each group defined the 
object of their inquiry mainly by propositional, 
conceptual knowledge, finding specific form in official 
corporate strategy statements. Then the development of 
the groups’ perspective was infused with experiential 
knowledge and supplemented by presentational 
knowing, as the participants started to create future 
scenarios of customer behavior. In reality, different 
mixtures of various types of knowledge were used 
throughout the phases, but the knowing in each phase 
was based on one main type of knowledge that was 
supplemented by the other knowledge types. At times, 
the knowledge types were conceptually hard to separate 
from each other.  
The shift from the analytical mode of Phase I to the 
interpretative mode of Phase II seemed to be effortless 
for participants. During the action phase, they explored 
ambiguity by presenting different viewpoints in open-
ended interaction. The communication was relaxed, 
fluid, and undetermined. However, the shift back to 
reflection and the analytical mode in the first part of 
Phase III was difficult. The groups had created rich, 
multi-voiced images of possible futures, after which 
they were supposed to make sense of and create 
propositional knowing grounded in them. While 
participants may have skipped the required reflection, 
most likely their discussions were based on prior 
propositional conceptions that ignored the freshly 
created presentational knowing.  
The same pattern was repeated when switching back to 
the interpretative mode when prototyping in Phase III. 
This time, the aim was to reflect on the results of 
collective creation expressed in the prototype using 
practical knowing. The outcomes of group reflection, 
such as a feasibility analysis, were often uncontested or 
obvious. The basis of current operations was not 
questioned and mainly supplemented with new ideas. 
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Regardless, participants found this reflection phase and 
corresponding tools very useful. 
Even if the ideas generated did not appear to be radical, 
the process of knowledge generation was productive. 
From an initially vastly ambiguous, undefined and 
unshared state of knowledge and knowing, all groups 
created and distilled a new, tangible, and integrated 
artifact of knowledge; moreover, they developed a 
prototype and a plan to bring it to life. Implicitly, the 
results provide evidence of the ability of appropriately 
designed managerial tools to structure, facilitate, and 
manage the process of knowledge creation in a way that 
satisfies the criteria set forth in the underlying theory 
regarding the necessary alternation of inquiry between 
the analytical and interpretative modes and the 
integration of the four types of knowledge. 
Our results support the work of Heron (1996), who 
found that various presentational forms like drama, 
painting, photography, and tool-making open new ways 
for interpretation and creativity. Utilizing different 
modes of knowing also facilitated a range of 
participation: some groups were more engaged through 
verbal expressions, others through drawing. Our study 
also highlights the challenges in the creation of valid 
new knowledge through building on and complementing 
various different knowledge forms and ways of 
knowing, as defined by Heron and Reason (2001). The 
output of interpretation and experiential knowing, 
portrayed by presentational forms, was challenging to 
use as input for reflection in the analytical mode. In 
particular, the knowing emerging from expressive and 
presentational action proved difficult as a basis for 
creating propositional knowledge.  
Our results suggest that more attention should be paid to 
the transition from the interpretative modes to the 
analytical modes during practice-based innovation 
processes. The bottleneck in innovation processes may 
not be due to limited creativity within groups, but 
instead, in using the outcomes portrayed in 
presentational form as a foundation for creating 
propositional knowledge. The results of our study 
suggest that more attention should be paid on how the 
outcomes of interpretative polyphony and multi-voiced 
sketches of possibilities can be bonded into analytical 
processes that narrow down abundant options to the 
most valuable ones. More research is needed to 
describe, explain, and transform clearly metaphorical, 
intuitive, evocative, or fragmented presentational 
portrayals into propositional forms that are easier to 
communicate efficiently within and between 
organizations.  
One limitation of this study is the scarce attention to 
practical knowledge. We concentrated on inquiries 
aiming at propositional outcomes; however, from 
innovation’s point of view, transformative inquiries 
striving for practical outcomes are essential. More 
research is needed to study whether the same kind of 
challenges concerning congruence building from 
presentational to practical knowledge arise in such a 
setting.  
CONCLUSION 
This study focused on the ways to create innovation 
potential through the interplay of different forms of 
heterogeneous knowledge. In extant literature, the 
process of new knowledge creation is usually depicted 
as continuous, alternating between action and reflection, 
interpretation and analysis, which our results validate. 
More importantly, these modes were found to be non-
exclusive, as each phase featured both analytical and 
interpretative aspects, and made use of multiple forms 
of knowledge. The bottleneck of innovation processes 
might be the connection from interpretative action to 
analytical reflection. The question that was unveiled in 
our analysis is how to use rich, multi-voiced sketches of 
future possibilities often expressed in presentational 
portrayals as a tool to create new propositional knowing 
in the analytical mode. 
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ABSTRACT 
One of the challenges for large enterprises is to 
develop encompassing business plans that both 
look beyond the immediate future and are 
grounded in current offerings and capabilities. 
While innovation in such organizations is often 
framed as a challenge to generate ideas—or 
“good” ideas—in fact the bigger challenges often 
rest in bringing those ideas to fruition. Difficulties 
arise in determining which ideas to invest in and 
gaining buy-in toward allocating resources for 
particular initiatives. Adding to the challenge is the 
fact that innovation initiatives are often managed 
either as a set of activities that are separated from 
day to day management, or are so closely tied to 
the corporate norms that they fall flat in terms of 
breaking new ground. This paper will explore the 
evolution of a series of interactive workshops that 
developed a long term product roadmap with a 
collaborative process that allowed corporate 
executives to feel they were operating in an 
established framework while simultaneously taking 
them out of their usual operating parameters.  
INTRODUCTION 
While we often frame participatory innovation methods 
around the techniques we use to include customers as a 
key stakeholder in the idea making process, it is 
important to ensure that all key stakeholders take an 
active role in order for ideas are to develop into 
corporate initiatives. Often, the most challenging set of 
participants to fully engage is the management team that 
will ultimately be responsible for moving innovation 
projects forward. This is not necessarily due to lack of 
desire for new things; often it is due to their time and 
attention being focused on current projects, products 
and deadlines, as well as a complacency about how 
work is done (Wessell 2013). A more cynical view 
points to inertia in the organization—forces driving 
homeostasis over change however much change may be 
needed (Salvador 2010). Whether through intention or 
default, individuals in charge of managing existing 
product lines feel they do not have time for innovation 
planning, most particularly the time to develop strategic 
roadmaps with sets of long term goals that help drive 
the decision making, prioritization, and action that is 
needed to implement ideas into action. Often, other 
corporate groups, such as strategy or research and 
development (R&D) may have varying levels of 
responsibility for long term planning. However, 
roadmaps and innovations that come out of these groups 
can have a hard time gaining traction and reaching 
implementation within  the business precisely because 
they were generated “outside.” Thus, management 
sponsorship is crucial if innovations are going to 
eventually become customer facing products or services 
(Laurin, et. al. 2010). The goal therefore is to get 
management to engage in and take ownership of an 
innovation process and its outcomes. This means 
participating in the process rather than simply being the 
recipients of delivered results. To be impactful, and to 
generate new lines of thinking, participatory innovation 
process should take the participants out of the 
familiar—expose them to new information, to new 
voices, and new approaches. But those steps outside the 
familiar are the unknown and unproven processes that 
management resists. To get them involved, it helps to 
have a process that appears to follow familiar lines. This 
case study explores a set of participatory workshops that 
were designed to look and feel familiar enough to the 
participants, while also challenging them to incorporate 
perspectives from elsewhere in the business and outside 
the business, and to make sense of new information in a 
new way.  
BACKGROUND  
The series of workshops described here took place at 
Pitney Bowes in late 2011 and early 2012. Pitney 
Bowes is a US based software and hardware 
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manufacturer, providing products and services related to 
mailing, shipping, document management, and business 
analytics. I work the Strategic Technology and 
Innovation Center (ST&IC), a corporate R&D group 
charged with driving innovation through technology 
research and facilitated events. 
ST&IC was first chartered to conduct these idea 
generation events, known internally as Opportunity 
Forums, in 2010. They were envisioned by corporate 
management as  two day event in which dozens of 
participants from across the company as well as 
customers and external experts would come together to 
brainstorm ideas and develop portfolios of concepts, or 
platforms. We produced the first two of these events in 
consultation with Strategos, whose framework relies on 
data inputs that are both internal and external to the 
company, including customer insights, trends, 
competitive landscapes, and company core competences 
(Skarzynski and Gibson 2008).  
The overall process is based on a philosophy of iterating 
through a series of outward expansions of data and ideas 
followed by filtering down. This pattern of divergence 
and convergence applies not only to ideas, but the 
information inputs which help spark those ideas (Figure 
1). A core team spends weeks or months gathering and 
analyzing data about the company and about the world 
beyond the company. Internal information includes core 
competences and sets of deeply held beliefs, while the 
looking beyond ventures into broad trends, competitive 
landscapes, and insights from customers. The team 
works with these inputs to filter them and frame them in 
ways that the broader group of 30-40 Opportunity 
Forum participants can understand and use them as 
building blocks for ideas. At the Opportunity Forum 
itself, participants share the insights, brainstorm, and 
build platforms. 
 
Figure 1: Schematic of the Opportunity Forum process of divergence 
and convergence through multiple phases 
This case study reflects on how we used a modified 
version of this framework both to focus more on 
roadmap development than idea generation, and to more 
directly involve the business in the overall process. The 
adaptations to this framework developed out of my 
participation in, and observations of, the first two 
Opportunity Forums held by ST&IC, as well as my 
experience with other participatory innovation processes 
(Mack, et. al. 2013, Buur and Matthews 2008) and 
tenure within the company and experience working 
within the company culture. In the first Opportunity 
Forums, the core teams consisted solely of members of 
ST&IC, who focused the outcomes on creating new 
ideas. We shifted the focus to roadmaps to facilitate a 
vision of how ideas could be made actionable over time 
and to encourage articulation of longer term goals. 
Roadmaps show how broad opportunity areas can be 
developed over time, starting with current resources and 
detailing technical, market, and business changes that 
may be needed to achieve a long term vision. We also 
realized that direct engagement of the business would be 
crucial to success. In the earlier Opportunity Forums, 
the business units sponsored the event and approved the 
process and the inputs, but they did not participate in 
any of the work to gather or filter the information 
inputs. Some, but not all, of the key stakeholders 
actively participated during the 2-day event. Thus, 
although the Opportunity Forums themselves were 
participatory  in that they involved participants from 
business units and roles around the company as well 
customers, in the end the inputs and the outputs were 
handed off to the business units with the hope that they 
would engage with the ideas and follow through.  
In order to gain more active participation from the 
business leaders, I knew I would need to reframe the 
process. In my experience working with various 
business units over several years in the company, both 
in participatory and standard business modes, I have 
observed that most people on the business side are 
reluctant to devote more than a couple of hours to a 
meeting, and “workshops” feel a bit too expressive and 
not sufficiently outcomes based for them. They are also 
skeptical of activities that appear too much like play—it 
must look like work to be actionable. Thus, in reshaping 
the process to engage the business units as full 
participants, my goal was to go beyond the familiar in 
and out of exploring outward and parting down, and 
work to balance going out into participatory mode with 
going in to corporate mode. Throughout, the work was 
broken down into 1-2 hour timeframes (except the event 
itself), and termed as “meetings” and “working 
sessions” as opposed to “workshop.” Within these 
renamed and retimed events, I maintained a philosophy 
of working with tangible collaborative artifacts and 
models, and generating collective design artifacts 
(Beyer and Holtzblatt 1999, Buur and Matthew 2008, 
Bertleson 2000, Klemmer, et. al. 2006). 
THE CASE 
In the Fall of 2011, the President of a business unit 
approached my group for help, and his challenge 
seemed well suited for an Opportunity Forum. One of 
the products in his portfolio was pbSmartTMCodes, an 
application that enabled small business customers to 
develop marketing campaigns around QR Codes. In our 
first conversation he noted that he and the product 
developer already had hundreds of ideas for product 
features and enhancements. His challenge, as he framed 
it, was to develop a framework into which to put those 
ideas. He specifically asked for a list of thing to do in 
the next phase of development, looking to both improve 
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the current platform and identify big opportunities to 
develop new capabilities. 
Leaving that conversation, I drafted an initial work plan 
based on the philosophy of engaging the business unit 
team in the process, so they would be invested in the 
outcomes. From our R&D perspective, my group also 
wanted to help the business unit team stretch beyond the 
next phase and build toward a broader strategy for 
future growth. We jointly crafted a framing question: 
How can Pitney Bowes enable small businesses to 
bridge physical and digital to better communicate with 
their customers?  
INITIAL WORKING SESSIONS 
In order to keep it from feeling like “too much time” for 
them, I set up a series of 4 two hour meetings that were 
actually activities focused on helping them approach the 
problem differently. The core team at each meeting 
included three people from the business unit (the 
president and his marketing and technical leads) and 
three from ST&IC (two technologists and an 
anthropologist). A rotating cast of additional 
participants from both groups also attended. Each 
meeting focused on a different information input from 
the Strategos framework: 
• Orthodoxies: Recognizing tacit beliefs about 
how business is done by brainstorming how 
other companies might solve similar problems 
• Discontinuities: Identifying long term shifts by 
card sorting and organizing trends 
• Industry Map: Building out dimensions on 
which competitors differentiate themselves 
• Core Competences: Determining key corporate 
strengths to leverage for innovation 
 
Figure 2: Participants at a 2 hour working session to develop 
significant trends relevant to the product vision. 
In order to keep the working sessions short, the 
participants had to do homework before most sessions  
in the form of gathering trends, collecting information 
on corporate capabilities, or researching competitors. 
We could then focus the working sessions on 
participatory paradigms and interactive tools, such as 
card sorting exercises and fillable charts to help 
understand, compare, and select these inputs (Figure 2). 
After each session, ST&IC team members cleaned up 
the results and sent them around for a team vote to filter 
the top ones for inclusion in the Opportunity Forum. 
These frequent communications and requests for input 
kept the business unit team actively engaged in the 
creation of the design artifacts, though the ST&IC team 
did a larger portion of the preparation work. 
THE FORUM 
The President was wary of devoting two full days to an 
Opportunity Forum, so I broke it into two connected 
events. The first event was a ½ day session focused on 
customers. The participants included people from a 
variety of roles across Pitney Bowes, as well as five 
small business owners and four consumers (who would 
be the end users of QR codes). The event began with an 
interactive slide presentation given by a  market 
research team that had conducted observations of QR 
code usage in the field. After this the participants were 
divided into small groups that each included internal 
and external participants. Each group was seated at a 
round table with a facilitator and flip chart. The 
facilitators moved the groups through a series of 
activities, beginning with roundtable conversation that 
allowed the consumers and business owners to share 
their own experiences and perspectives. The next set of 
activities was focused on discussing  selected insights 
from the initial working sessions, with each small group 
doing their own sense making of these inputs using 
post-its and flip charts as they chose. After a break, 
each group then selected which insights they wanted to 
mix and match to spark brainstorming. The output of 
the event was an initial set of around 200 ideas, 
influenced by the outside perspective of customers. 
The second event was a full day affair held a week later 
with the same Pitney Bowes participants. We chose to 
limit the attendance to internal stakeholders as the focus 
on this day would be on building out business 
roadmaps. At previous events, we had observed that 
outside participants were crucial for expanding thinking 
and bringing out of the box and truly customer centered 
ideas.  However, their distance from the business meant 
that the broader platforms they created were not as 
actionable by the business units. The full day session 
began with a short presentation of the insights from the 
working sessions, followed by small group 
brainstorming that generated another couple hundred 
ideas. During a break, all the ideas from both events 
were printed out on small cards and laid out on tables. 
After the break, participants read through the ideas and 
selected ones that resonated with them. During this 
process, they shared their thoughts with others, allowing 
them to sort themselves into teams with shared interests 
in a particular opportunity area. Using templates to help 
them identify target customers, the form of the business, 
differentiators, and how to build out the ideas over time, 
the groups developed seven distinct roadmaps over the 
course of the afternoon (Figure 3).  
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ELABORATION AND ITERATION 
The process so far was really just the beginning of the 
work to bring ideas to action. There were ideas, and 
they were organized in timelines, but ultimately the 
business unit had to pick a path that made sense and was 
actionable for them. The core team continued to work 
together to both refine and elaborate the roadmaps. 
Three weeks after the Opportunity Forum, we had a new 
roadmap that brought together the elements the business 
unit was most interested in pursuing. This process of on-
going interactive sessions and sorting sticky notes on 
charts also helped highlight current customer usage, and 
raised questions about the role the company wanted to 
play in the physical/digital ecosystem. The business unit 
realized that while customers were valuing QR codes, 
many were more interested in the ability to easily make 
their business mobile. Thus the next step in the new 
roadmap, pbSmartTMMobile, became apparent, helping 
instantiate a new path on the roadmap.  
 
Figure 3: Roadmap in development at the Opportunity Forum. 
DISCUSSION 
A significant part of the task of making information 
actionable is finding ways to engage key stakeholders in 
that information. Many participatory techniques are well 
established engagement mechanisms, that also create 
environments that open participants minds to new ways 
of thinking. However, gaining the buy-in from 
managers to actively participate over time can be 
challenging. At Pitney Bowes, we have found that 
adapting participatory techniques to fit within expected 
norms of business activity is crucial for engaging the 
stakeholders who can turn ideas into action.  
While each company will have its own sets of 
expectations and values, some key elements for 
ensuring the results move forward are to use language 
that feels familiar and to ensure the product managers 
own the results by engaging in the creation and decision 
making. At the same time, there are key aspects of 
participatory innovation to maintain intact. These 
include lean forward activities where participants must 
do, not just discuss, and involvement from a range of 
roles, business units, and customers. Finally, we know 
that the work extends beyond the workshop—or more 
accurately, the workshops continue throughout the 
management process, as roadmaps continue to get 
framed, refined, and implemented. The methods may 
change to fit evolving goals, but ultimately the business 
modelling must be owned by the business team. The key 
to this is adjusting to the participants and stakeholders 
involved. This includes understanding the corporate 
culture, as well as the individuals involved. While the 
case study outlined here included a group President 
relatively open and willing to try new things, at the time 
of this writing I am working on another Opportunity 
Forum with a different business team. The business 
leader in this case tries to reform the working session 
activities so the outputs look more traditional. I have 
found that this requires a different level of coordination, 
ensuring that he sees more elements that look familiar.  
In the end, success needs to be measured on different 
criteria. Has a roadmap been implemented? Did it take 
into account different data inputs and a range of voices?  
Are there ideas moving into action? Did the business 
unit feel their voice was heard and their objectives met?  
In order to meet these (sometime diverging) criteria, 
participatory innovation needs to be seen as a set of 
adaptive, iterative techniques, that take into account the 
unique challenges and stakeholders.  
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ELABORATION AND ITERATION 
The process so far was really just the beginning of the 
work to bring ideas to action. There were ideas, and 
they were organized in timelines, but ultimately the 
business unit had to pick a path that made sense and was 
actionable for them. The core team continued to work 
together to both refine and elaborate the roadmaps. 
Three weeks after the Opportunity Forum, we had a new 
roadmap that brought together the elements the business 
unit was most interested in pursuing. This process of on-
going interactive sessions and sorting sticky notes on 
charts also helped highlight current customer usage, and 
raised questions about the role the company wanted to 
play in the physical/digital ecosystem. The business unit 
realized that while customers were valuing QR codes, 
many were more interested in the ability to easily make 
their business mobile. Thus the next step in the new 
roadmap, pbSmartTMMobile, became apparent, helping 
instantiate a new path on the roadmap.  
 
Figure 3: Roadmap in development at the Opportunity Forum. 
DISCUSSION 
A significant part of the task of making information 
actionable is finding ways to engage key stakeholders in 
that information. Many participatory techniques are well 
established engagement mechanisms, that also create 
environments that open participants minds to new ways 
of thinking. However, gaining the buy-in from 
managers to actively participate over time can be 
challenging. At Pitney Bowes, we have found that 
adapting participatory techniques to fit within expected 
norms of business activity is crucial for engaging the 
stakeholders who can turn ideas into action.  
While each company will have its own sets of 
expectations and values, some key elements for 
ensuring the results move forward are to use language 
that feels familiar and to ensure the product managers 
own the results by engaging in the creation and decision 
making. At the same time, there are key aspects of 
participatory innovation to maintain intact. These 
include lean forward activities where participants must 
do, not just discuss, and involvement from a range of 
roles, business units, and customers. Finally, we know 
that the work extends beyond the workshop—or more 
accurately, the workshops continue throughout the 
management process, as roadmaps continue to get 
framed, refined, and implemented. The methods may 
change to fit evolving goals, but ultimately the business 
modelling must be owned by the business team. The key 
to this is adjusting to the participants and stakeholders 
involved. This includes understanding the corporate 
culture, as well as the individuals involved. While the 
case study outlined here included a group President 
relatively open and willing to try new things, at the time 
of this writing I am working on another Opportunity 
Forum with a different business team. The business 
leader in this case tries to reform the working session 
activities so the outputs look more traditional. I have 
found that this requires a different level of coordination, 
ensuring that he sees more elements that look familiar.  
In the end, success needs to be measured on different 
criteria. Has a roadmap been implemented? Did it take 
into account different data inputs and a range of voices?  
Are there ideas moving into action? Did the business 
unit feel their voice was heard and their objectives met?  
In order to meet these (sometime diverging) criteria, 
participatory innovation needs to be seen as a set of 
adaptive, iterative techniques, that take into account the 
unique challenges and stakeholders.  
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ABSTRACT 
This paper discusses the use of visual art in a 
participatory strategic innovation process as a 
means to effectively build an organisation’s 
Strategic Learning capability. This paper outlines 
a case and supporting theory linking the goals of 
Strategic Learning with the cognitive processes 
involved in the interpretation of visual art. The 
case follows the use of a Strategic Innovation 
Framework to facilitate of Australia’s largest 
financial services organisations (FSO) through an 
18-month process of exploration, reflection and 
learning about the future sustainability of their 
organisation. Artworks were purposefully created 
to represent different Futures scenarios that were 
developed in participatory processes. These 
artworks of canvas, collage and found objects 
have served to support all the participatory 
activities in the process. The artworks whilst only 
a relatively small part of the overall process, they 
have played a symbolic role in the support of the 
attention to sense-making for Strategic Learning. 
The Strategic Innovation Framework has created 
lasting change, resulting in the development of a 
new multidisciplinary business unit within the 
FSO, responsible for the continuation of this 
process of organisational renewal.  
INTRODUCTION 
In this paper, we are asking ‘How did the method of 
using artworks support the activities and desired 
outcomes of the participatory Strategic Innovation 
process within the Financial Services Organisation 
(FSO)?’ 
Luca Gatti PhD and Kirsten Dunlop PhD, the creators 
of the Strategic Innovation Framework draw on the 
Liberal Arts’ application to business as their 
philosophical core to their consultancy services. This 
created the space and client expectation to try some 
methods that were novel for the staff of the FSO. As a 
facilitator, designer and artist of the futures, personal 
involvement in the workshops and planning processes 
has enabled a holistic overview of the artworks in 
context. Since the completion of the project, there has 
also been the opportunity to reflect on the activity 
with a more rigorous retrospective understanding the 
objectives and outcomes of the Strategic Innovation 
Framework. This paper discusses the method of the 
Strategic Innovation Framework, followed by the case 
study describing how it played out within the FSO. At 
the end of this paper is a discussion of academic 
literature describing why the interpretation of the 
Visual Arts is well suited to support participatory 
activities of Strategic Learning.  
METHOD 
This section explains what is relevant from the 
Strategic Innovation Framework that makes the case 
for the use of artworks. This is followed by an outline 
the creative process that creates the artworks.  
THE STRATEGIC INNOVATION FRAMEWORK 
The Framework aims to build Strategic Learning 
capability of the client organisation by engaging their 
employees actively in the process of collective 
research, observation, and reflection on the rationale 
of the organisation. Firstly, chosen participants from 
the organization must develop a clear rationale of the 
entire business through facilitated workshops with 
over two days with senior management. This is called 
the Business Rationale; it documents in a visual 
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format the organisation’s raison d’etre including any 
necessary external conditions that allow it to function 
as it does. At this point a broader spectrum of 
participants in groups of five are given time to explore 
a theme as it may play out in the future. These become 
Futures which are then synthesised by the  facilitating 
consultants to be a succinct passage of ambiguous but 
emotive text that tells a story about that Future. The 
emphasis is not on anticipation of a likely future, but 
on the total engagement in defining an extreme future 
that will highlight major structural changes to society. 
Teams are led by consultants through the Futures 
exercise who push them to suspend their judgment and 
out of their regular modes of thinking. The act of the 
creation of these Futures makes participants engage 
with the future through narrative and storytelling. This 
enables them to build empathy and engagement with 
that future world. Lombardo (2007; 2009; 2010) states 
that it is the hopes and fears developed in immersion 
in a future that creates a ‘future conscience’, which 
can drive people to act in response to hopes and fears 
felt in their imagination of the future. Within the 
Strategic Innovation Framework the more Futures 
that are developed, the wider the range of possible 
worlds from which participants can challenge the 
organisations Business Rationale. The groups ask the 
question; If the world was like this, what are the major 
structural shifts in this operating environment that are 
a risk to our organisation? These ‘Risks’ are then 
processed into the next phase of the Strategic 
Innovation Framework. 
THE FUTURES ARTWORKS 
The artworks are designed to support one key 
participatory interaction in the Strategic Innovation 
Framework. This interaction was the dialogue process 
of using the futures to reflect on the business rationale. 
 
Figure 1: A demonstration of the context of use of the artwork, a 
dialogue process of a small group each looking at a ‘Future’ and 
using that to identify the risks in the business model and operational 
environment. 
The artworks are used as another mode of 
engagement, alongside the written future, that enables 
participants to better and more rapidly immerse and 
engage themselves in the future worlds. It is from this 
immersed state they can start to identify the risks to 
their business model. Artistic and visual semiotics are 
drawn upon to create the works; such as hierarchies, 
order, proximity, grouping, texture and colour as well 
as cinematic techniques of framing, perspective and 
focus to frame perspectives and relationships. The 
Visual cues use different metaphors and stories from 
common culture to express certain ideas and 
interpretations of what is written in the Future. The 
artworks do attempt to make things apparent, but not 
obvious to the interpreter. The artworks are an attempt 
to challenged participants to connect the text with the 
Artwork. This process is a group activity in itself as 
they search for visual meaning that connects to their 
interpretation of the written text. There is no 
prescriptive information given as to what the artwork 
means or why it was created it as it was. As the viewer 
reads and interprets the artworks significance for their 
hopes and fears, they build their future consciousness 
and immerse themselves further into the future world. 
The artist embarked on the same journey as 
participants, building future conscience by the 
inclusion of personal effects and found objects within 
the artworks. The emotional mood of the artwork has 
largely been determined by the story and personal 
preference of the artist, allowing the interpreters to 
challenge this if they see it differently. 
CASE STUDY 
The FSO was particularly suited to the Strategic 
Innovation Framework as their Business Rationale is 
highly dependent on multiple social, cultural, 
economic, political and technological structures and 
beliefs to for the business to thrive. The organisation 
engaged Dr Luca Gatti, Dr Kirsten Dunlop and 
consultancy Second Road take their employees 
through the highly ambiguous Strategic Innovation 
Framework due to the levels of trust built through 
previous engagements. To date, over 100 of The 
FSO’s 6000 staff have now been involved directly in 
the process, and many more have had some exposure 
to it through conversations, workshops and artefacts 
that are now circulating around the business. 
 
Figure 2: Artwork in collateral materials explaining the futures for 
wider organisation/board level engagement.  
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THE ARTWORKS IN THE PROCESS 
In total, 16 artworks have been created for the client to 
date, each representing one of the 16 Futures that 
were developed by a group of around 80 employees 
over a three-day Futures workshop. The artworks were 
created during the weeks following the Futures 
workshop, using the newly synthesised written 
material collected off the moveable walls that created 
space for each of the groups to work in. The 
information was written under two main headings the 
The 6 O’Clock news and A Day in the Life. The 6 
O’Clock news featured headline newspaper 
information under headings such as governance, 
economy, technology, sport, weather that each spoke 
to a newsworthy event that occurred in that ‘Future’. A 
Day in the Life, was more of a diary style recording of 
what someone actually did everyday, step by step in 
this future world. Participants tended to flip between 
both modes when trying to capture the complexity of 
their future. Participants also had access to the Internet 
and printing facilities, which enabled them to print 
images that highlighted different aspects of their 
future.  
 
Figure 3: The visual Artwork was imbedded in written ‘Futures’ 
that were the synthesis of the team’s work over a 24hr exploration 
of the theme. This image was the exploration of ‘organisation’.  
These were the raw materials to create the artworks, 
along with conversations and presentations heard at 
the workshop itself. In each artwork only one or two 
key elements were chosen for purposes of clear artistic 
representation.  
 
Figure 4: The artwork representing a future of Experience 
“^SENSE” - A world in which people expect instant and complete 
gratification of the senses on demand. The artwork draws on 
metaphor, and uses common icons that can be interpreted by the 
viewing audience. The artwork also contains personal effects related 
to the artist’s life and interpretation of the future. 
The works were then presented back to the group at 
the two-day Risks workshop, this time 8 groups of 
five or six participants. Each group interacted with 
four Futures per group to identify the significant risks 
in each future world to their business. The artworks 
enabled them to quickly remember the stories 
associated with each, and enabled participants’ 
conversations to switch between Futures rapidly, 
enabling to identify the subtle patterns running 
between them.  
 
Figure 5: Participants working with the Futures Artworks in the 
Risk workshop, annotating the boards and looking for parallels 
between the Futures. 
The output of that workshop was a synthesised list of 
eleven key organizational risks, which showed the 
incoherence or evident gaps between their existing 
business and what would enable them to operate in 
that Future context. 
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RESULTS 
The FSO has created a new multi-disciplinary 
business unit responsible for the continuation of the 
Strategic Innovation Framework, this is led by another 
new position; the Executive General Manager of 
Strategic Innovation. Beyond the original task the 
artworks were created for the artworks have become 
means to brand the work of this new division, and to 
spike the attention of the rest of the business. The 
original artworks have been purchased by the FSO and 
are currently developing an installation to house them, 
with provocative questions attached to each. This 
installation will for use in multiple contexts in their 
new design space in Sydney’s centre.  
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Since the creation of the artworks there has been the 
opportunity to reflect on why this exercise seemed to 
complement the Strategic Innovation Framework. 
This paper through illustration of a case, demonstrates 
how in application the visual arts can be used to 
compliment a Strategic Learning activities. 
STRATEGIC LEARNING 
Strategic learning links organisational learning, 
knowledge management and the act of sense-making 
(Thomas et al 2001). Thomas et al (2001) lists the 
value of Strategic Learning to be the ability to 
generate learning that supports future strategic 
initiatives that can lead to differences in organisational 
performance. Today, organisations face increasingly 
complex operating environments (Golsby-Smith 2001; 
Schiuma 2011). An adaptive world-view of 
management, rather than instrumentalist, as 
introduced by Senge’s (1991) concept of ‘learning 
organisations’ better prepares for this dynamic 
environment (Golsby-Smith 2001). This adaptive 
world-view links to the way by which a business 
develops their strategies in their business 
environment. Barr (1992) notes that ability to look out 
towards the future is only useful when the 
organisation has the ability to reflect on how that will 
impact the business model of the organisation. An 
organisation can meaningfully reflect on the 
relationship between their business model and future 
if a future has been represented and interpreted 
through hopes and fears, which drive individuals to 
act towards the hope, or to mitigate the potential 
damage of what is feared (Lombardo 2007; 2009; 
2010). Lombardo  (Lombardo 2007) discusses future 
consciousness as a human capability that will prepare 
people and organisations for currently unforeseeable 
transformational change. A challenge for business is 
how exactly an organisation can create this emotional 
response to a future that does not exist. 
WHY TO SUPPORT STRATEGIC LEARNING 
PROCESSES WITH VISUAL ART 
The arts are a hypothesis to aid this exploration and 
support the Socio-technical movements such as 
Strategic Learning. Schiuma (2011) states; 
‘Arts can support new organisational models and 
processes to drive organisational development. Arts 
function by utilising emotions and energy to 
contribute to organisational value creation. The arts 
can support the definition of new organisational 
models and processes to drive organisational 
development and new processes, as well as the 
adoption of new managerial techniques to manage 
aesthetic dimensions.’ Schiuma 2011, p. 33  
It is the emotional side of the arts that could assist 
creating a future consciousness to an imagined future. 
The imagination according to Efland (2002) is the 
most flexible and integrating of all symbol-processing 
tools at our disposal. Engaging with the visual arts 
demonstrates the same imaginative symbol processing 
ability as strategic thinking, which according to 
Mintzberg (1994) is primarily a synthesis and 
integration activity. The subjectivity of interpretation 
of meaning is a key value to Strategic Learning  
(Maitlis 2005). Efland (2002) describes the cognition 
of art as an important practice of subjective sense-
making in society, which he calls lifeworld 
knowledge. Vaughan (2008), states visual arts 
pedagogy seeks to instill openness and uncertainty 
unpredictable demands. The kinds of knowledge that 
art and design deals with, similarly to a business 
context are procedural, provisional, socially 
constructed and ever changing (Vaughan et al 2008). 
DISCUSSION 
This paper has discussed how an application of the 
visual arts has supported a Strategic Learning program 
by creating participant comfort with ambiguity and 
thinking subjectively in interpretation of signals. 
Specifically this thoughtful and subjective 
interpretation somewhat ambiguous signals is what the 
Strategic Innovation Framework was intended to 
create, thus building Strategic Learning capability. To 
date, only qualitative data through conversation and 
observation has been collected on the effectiveness of 
the artworks. There is scope for further study of the 
impacts on the organisation and others as the process 
is being repeated with additional clients. In future 
engagements involving the Strategic Innovation 
Framework or other participatory processes, there 
would be far greater value in the artist working with 
the individual teams to create their respective artworks 
to create more ownership and a richer collective story 
from each of the futures. Having referenced the 
Academic value of the artworks in the Strategic 
Learning process, greater momentum and engagement 
would have been possible through participatory 
making of the artworks. 
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ABSTRACT 
Markets go through constant changes and demand 
from client’s swift adaptation, regardless of 
segments or industries. At the same time, in our 
present era of massive access to information, and 
its direct role in giving everyone a voice, 
companies are increasingly changing and 
becoming more open to what their employees have 
to say. In this context, the present article deals with 
the efforts conducted by a Spanish insurance 
company in Brazil seeking the innovation path. 
More specifically it describes the process adopted 
to establish an innovation lab, a space idealized as 
both a support tool for creative and collaborative 
processes and also an important step towards the 
establishment of a corporate innovation effort and 
culture. Named Inovalab, it was conceived in 
close partnership with users using Design Thinking 
as a participatory approach in order to understand 
needs and maximize productive use of the space. 
As a tool, it was meant to foster innovative 
solutions by enabling the development of a 
creative thinking.  
INTRODUCTION 
Markets go through constant changes and demand from 
player’s swift adaptation, regardless of segments or 
industries. For a majority of players that are just 
following prevailing winds and industry trends, there 
are others who follow more unusual paths, seeking real 
differentiation in innovative ways. True to this logic, a 
Spanish insurance company established in Brazil took a 
step towards real differentiation by partnering with a 
Design Thinking consultancy in order to tackle this 
endeavour. Design Thinking as conveyed throughout 
this paper, refers to the designer's way of thinking, 
through an adductive approach and broadly structured 
as three non linear steps, namely Immersion, Ideation 
and Prototyping (Vianna et al., 2012) 
The first identified challenge was the need to simplify 
insurance terminology, an action sought to be a 
potential way of being closer to the company's 
customers. Throughout the project span, it was 
identified that the process to achieve such goals was 
much more complex than expected and involved 
redesigning most of the communication and touch 
points between company, clients and partners. In the 
months following the implementation and launch of the 
first designed solution - a client multifunction and 
customized personal webpage, the Insurance Company 
started to generate media as an innovative company and 
to collect awards for the innovations brought to market. 
Such results were seen as an incentive to continue 
pursuing innovation, as an opportunity to emphasize the 
strategic importance of promoting innovation to a 
corporate practice and finally, as proof of the relevance 
of the use of Design Thinking as a bridge to achieve 
innovative results. 
It was within this context that in 2012 the Insurer 
decided to establish an Innovation Department. One of 
the first challenges was to make Innovation as an 
activity tangible to the rest of the company. This need 
was tackled by setting an Innovation Lab responsible, 
among other demands, to communicate the new 
paradigm of innovation as a company goal and 
transform it into a daily practice. This paper describes 
the process of conceptualizing and launching this new 
space. 
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endeavour. Design Thinking as conveyed throughout 
this paper, refers to the designer's way of thinking, 
through an adductive approach and broadly structured 
as three non linear steps, namely Immersion, Ideation 
and Prototyping (Vianna et al., 2012) 
The first identified challenge was the need to simplify 
insurance terminology, an action sought to be a 
potential way of being closer to the company's 
customers. Throughout the project span, it was 
identified that the process to achieve such goals was 
much more complex than expected and involved 
redesigning most of the communication and touch 
points between company, clients and partners. In the 
months following the implementation and launch of the 
first designed solution - a client multifunction and 
customized personal webpage, the Insurance Company 
started to generate media as an innovative company and 
to collect awards for the innovations brought to market. 
Such results were seen as an incentive to continue 
pursuing innovation, as an opportunity to emphasize the 
strategic importance of promoting innovation to a 
corporate practice and finally, as proof of the relevance 
of the use of Design Thinking as a bridge to achieve 
innovative results. 
It was within this context that in 2012 the Insurer 
decided to establish an Innovation Department. One of 
the first challenges was to make Innovation as an 
activity tangible to the rest of the company. This need 
was tackled by setting an Innovation Lab responsible, 
among other demands, to communicate the new 
paradigm of innovation as a company goal and 
transform it into a daily practice. This paper describes 
the process of conceptualizing and launching this new 
space. 
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The Inovalab, as it would come to be known, is both a 
support tool for creative and collaborative processes and 
also an important step towards the establishment of a 
corporate innovation effort and culture. However, the 
creation of a space cannot solely be about choices based 
merely on topics such as aesthetics, cost or 
functionality. The users needs and aspirations as well as 
the company's context have to be understood in order to 
develop effective solutions. A Design Thinking 
approach was therefore used to tackle this complex 
problem. 
IMMERSION 
The project was initiated by conducting context research 
(Sleeswijk et al., 2005), aimed at understanding 
stakeholders and their contexts. Throughout this 1st 
phase of Immersion, InovaLab future users' needs and 
expectations were understood as well as a thorough 
study on the state of the art regarding innovation spaces. 
DESK RESEARCH 
In his article The Space of Innovation: interaction and 
communication in the work environment (1999), Penn 
discusses how spatial structures can influence 
interaction patterns within an organization. The author 
asserts that movement is an essential topic relating 
spaces and interaction. As a direct cause of seemingly 
random meetings or lack of meetings between persons 
in a workspace, movement can be seen as the 
innovation's sparkle element. When critically assessing 
the ways movement occurs in a corporate setting, it is 
important to at least emphasize three main issues: 
• Density: The bigger the density in an office space, 
the more interaction will occur. 
• Integration: Integrated floor layouts are responsible 
for lesser distances between spaces thus enabling 
more peer contact and exposure. 
• Availability: The location of an employee 
workspace has a direct influence on his contact with 
his peers. The more exposed the location is, the 
more the employee will be remembered as someone 
to interact and collaborate. 
 
Penn also reveals in his research that up to 70% of 
contacts within an interaction-planned environment 
occur in spontaneous and non-planned ways. These non-
planned interactions (whether informal or as a result of 
a coincidence) contribute the most to foster innovation. 
The main reason behind this assessment lies in the fact 
that one of most important interactions in innovative 
organizations occurs between employees without plans 
to collaborate. The importance of the contact between 
peers who don't work directly is proven by analysing 
how fruitful are multidisciplinary interactions. 
 
According to Penn's study, people are a resource. 
Interaction is therefore how these resources are used. It 
is spaces function to influence, modify and guide these 
interactions. They are a tool to support individuals 
perform what is demanded by an organization. These 
demands may require interactions, privacy or even 
group work. Based on these premises, an exchange 
friendly ambience became a fundamental aspect in the 
planning and implementation of the InovaLab. 
 
Another important reference in InovaLab's concept is 
Nonaka and Takeuchi's book, “The Knowledge Creating 
Company” (1991). In their work, the authors define four 
essential forms of working in the Knowledge Era: 
• Concentration: Work focused on tasks such as 
thinking, studying, creating and processing 
strategies.  
• Collaboration: Group oriented work, involving 
knowledge and experience exchange to foster 
collective creation of contents and solutions. 
• Learning: The forms of processing and constructing 
knowledge. If thoughts are visualized and shared, 
learning is faster. 
• Socialization: A gateway to informality, 
encouraging experience sharing and increasing trust 
among stakeholders. 
 
Within these four working forms, two types of 
knowledge surface: explicit knowledge (formal and 
processing open and conventional information) and tacit 
(deeply rooted and personal information, acquired by 
experience and difficult to formalize). Both types are 
essential to build knowledge, feed creativity and 
stimulate innovation. Such a diversity of ways of work 
call for flexible and multiple workspaces adaptable to 
diversified tasks and demands. Lauri Lampson, a 
principal at PDR Canada asserts in Steelcase 
Threesixty's June 2010 edition that “collaboration has 
been a big topic for the last 10 or 15 years, but people 
are realizing the different types of collaboration we need 
to support. More emphasis on more informal, casual 
spaces for informal get-togethers and cross fertilization, 
and less about planned, formal meetings”.  
 
Therefore, in order to strengthen the Insurance 
Company’s pursuit of an innovation culture, an informal 
space supporting socialization and collaboration was 
identified as essential. Such collaborative workspace 
should include a number of tools to share information, 
horizontal areas to work and vertical surfaces to make 
results visible. 
ETHNOGRAPHY RESEARCH 
In order to map the needs of future InovaLab users 
(Insurance company employees), an in-depth applied 
ethnography research was conducted (Simonsen & 
Kensing, 1998). The study was structured around three 
qualitative activities designed to gather knowledge 
around stakeholders' environment and their expectations 
around the new space to come. A total of 15 
stakeholders from diverse areas such as Innovation, 
Marketing and Business Development were involved. 
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The first activity was built around a visual 
categorization aiming to stimulate stakeholders to 
openly speak about their expectations regarding the 
future innovation lab. With the support of an image 
board representing a variety of space concepts, 
participants rated which were more relevant by using 
green stickers to define those concepts seen as 
interesting and positive and red stickers for those spaces 
with a negative review. The goal was to gather insights 
from the rationale behind each participant evaluation 
(Sleeswijk Visser, 2009). These insights were useful to 
form a precise understanding of what characteristics the 
space should include. 
The characteristics detailed in the first activity were 
then used as criteria by managers when evaluating the 
new work space. Individually, Innovation, Marketing, 
Channel and Human Resources managers completed 
evaluation cards with perceptions and voted on those 
solutions seen as more applicable to the new space. 
The second activity was intended to highlight suited 
characteristics for an ideal environment. The applicable 
solutions highlighted in the previous activity were then 
ranked according to functionality and mindset criteria. 
The last activity was run by the company's Innovation 
Manager and sought to materialize through space layout  
the needs around functionality, furniture and space 
highlighted in the two previous activities. 
ANALYSIS AND SPACE CONCEPT DEFINITION 
As a result of the collected information throughout the 
Immersion phase, a space concept was structured 
around three main areas: 
1. Collaboration: Innovation space's essential 
characteristic. 
An innovation space aims to promote interaction, 
experience, information and knowledge sharing and 
informal communication. InovaLab's elements should 
therefore bridge individual approaches to more 
collaborative and shared ones. 
2. Inspiration: Conceived to provoke employees and 
users about the future of company, its departments and 
functions, the InovaLab is meant to promote new ways 
of thinking. Built around the search for a future vision, 
such interventions should fuel innovation e change in 
people, enabling as well the sharing of existent and 
relevant information about ongoing projects and 
initiatives in the company. 
3. Versatility: 
It's important to build a versatile environment allowing 
for different formats made to meet demands 
stakeholders may have throughout a day, week or 
month. The goal is to enable a multifunction area 
around dynamic and flexible furniture sets to host 
meetings, presentations, idea corners and temporary 
workstations. 
IDEATION 
Once defined the space concept, the Ideation phase was 
then started to gain knowledge around furniture, layout 
and material options. This step was guided by the 
generated results of the Immersion phase, such as 
identified needs and areas previously cited.  
The Ideation phase generated three use scenarios: 
Ideation layout, Meeting layout and Workshop/Training 
layout. Each of these scenarios included a "Shopping 
Cart" deck of cards, which consisted of all the detailed 
products options such as price, dimensions, appearance 
and description. Each product card was distributed 
around four main functions: Sitting, Supporting, Storing 
and Interacting. This set of tools assisted in the decision 
making process that defined both furniture and 
equipment that were to compose the space, enabling the 
start of the actual building of the space. 
 
The Inovalab was conceived to be seen and used as an 
innovation tool based on the sharing of experiences to 
foster innovative solutions. More than a simple space, 
the environment concentrates a number of tools meant 
to encourage creative thinking such as white surfaces 
for writing, flexible furniture and lighting and funny 
Figure1: Visual categorization Figure 2: Ranking 
 
Image 3: Layout exercise 
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customs. In order to disseminate the initiative around 
the company and motivate the use of the InovaLab, a 
strategy of use and promotion was then structured. This 
strategy was a result of another collaborative effort 
between stakeholders and generated ideas for scenarios 
of use before, during and after the official launch of the 
space. Suggestions were in accordance with company 
and employee's needs as well as with innovation culture 
projects led by the innovation department. Ideas were 
categorized by relevance and nature: Use guidelines, 
Promotion, Sensitizing and Tools. These ideas were 
then prototyped for validation and refining by target 
audiences, in order to generate feedback and 
incremental improvements. 
RESULTS 
Aiming to stimulate a new culture without aggressively 
disrupting values within the company, InovaLab was 
conceived in close partnership with users in order to 
understand needs and maximize productive use of the 
space. As a tool, it is meant to foster innovative 
solutions by enabling the development of a creative 
thinking process. Sensitizing workshops were 
conceptualized to be run during the space's launch and 
allow the company employes to experiment the Design 
Thinking approach while getting acquainted with the 
Innovation Lab and its tools. During the four days of the 
launch, three hundred people from different areas of the 
company went through the forty minute activity making 
their first move into the innovation culture. Throughout 
the following months, the InnovaLab was the venue for 
three Design Thinking courses in which employees 
entitled Innovation Agents could learn and practice the 
phases and tools of the approach during six full days. 
They were trained by doing a group project on the 
subject of spreading innovation throughout the company 
and were prepared to be champions for the 
transformation of their departments. Later that year, the 
Innovation Team organized an Innovation Week that is 
planned to happen once a year. Its agenda's included 
various workshops with different goals (ideation, 
sensitizing, etc...) that were hold at the Innovation Lab. 
Probably due to all the activities described above and 
the way it was conceptualized the InovaLab quickly 
reached a high level of acceptance and use among the 
company's employees and stakeholders. It is been used 
daily by professionals from different areas and 
generating encouraging and diversified results and 
solutions. The collaborators have adopted the place as a 
tool e access it every time they need to discuss 
something strategical or think out of the box about any 
problem.  
In order to communicate the opportunities of usage, the 
Innovation Team have put together a set of cards 
exemplifying the types of activities that can take place 
at the Lab with pictures and testimonials of people that 
already have experienced it. They range from Ideation 
activities to validation of concepts as well as diagnosis 
of bottle neck of the operation and facilitation training 
in order to enable other employees to take the lead of 
such activities in their daily routine.  
All these positive results are encouraging the 
multiplication of similar spaces throughout the 
company's headquarters as a further incentive to 
disseminate an innovation culture. 
CONCLUSION 
In the 21st century, the old corporate structure based on 
rigid hierarchical layers have been losing ground to new 
organisational dynamics, centred on relationships. 
Within this context, it is paramount to encourage the 
engagement between employees, customers and 
partners. This new reality implies overcoming many 
barriers in order to create environments more open to 
participation. As in our present era of massive access to 
information, and its direct role in giving everyone a 
voice, companies are increasingly changing and 
becoming more opened to what their employees have to 
say. Such context indicates that there is a clear demand 
for spaces and processes in which stakeholders are 
 
Image 4: The door explaining for what the InovaLab should be used 
 
Image 5: The InovaLab  
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invited to express themselves and have their ideas taken 
seriously. 
It is within this context that InovaLab is inserted. A 
result of an employees co-creation effort, it is built on 
the company's unique characteristics to function as 
strong and assertive innovation tool. 
The process of conceptualizing the Lab was itself part 
of the effort to spread the innovation culture, by 
involving many employees of different departments in 
creative encounters promoting engagement and raising 
awareness to the importance of the new environment.  
Not only participants grasped better the goal of the 
initiative, but also felt as active actors of an undergoing. 
big change movement. When in use, besides supporting 
the teams through its carefully thought resources to 
support the innovation effort, InovaLab made tangible 
the very concept of innovation, bringing a physical 
shape to an abstract concept. A disruptive environment, 
it was designed to transport its users out of their 
everyday working context and enabling the interaction 
with employees of other department. They are therefore 
invited to face the challenges with a new and 
multidisciplinary perspective, allowing for more 
innovative and assertive solutions. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents a concern regards to how 
information can be processed in a simple way in 
order to reach a common understanding between 
stakeholders. It suggests that a combination of 
visualization and tangibility might facilitate 
collective sense making of complex information. 
To do so, the paper explores the discussions of 
Business Tangible Models and Visual 
Representations. It also brings into play a study 
case conducted by a team of consultants in an IT 
Department of a multinational organization. 
Finally, it discusses how the understanding 
presented could be used to help consultant 
professionals to quickly be acquainted with 
projects and organizations that they have never 
worked with before, this way reaching a shared 
understanding of complex information by 
stakeholders with different roles and backgrounds. 
INTRODUCTION 
In the past few years Business and Design areas have 
gained even more attention in working together 
(Mitchell and Buur, 2010). This is because the power in 
combining theory and practice from both fields of study 
can achieve a great impact in terms of process and 
results. The traditional way of thinking, that methods 
and concepts are better applied only in the area where 
they come from, is no longer well-accepted among 
researchers and practitioners. They have already 
realized that from borrowing and compounding 
methods, meaningful outcomes can be achieved.  
When it comes to stakeholders engagement, a common 
challenge of both areas is highlighted and as 
consequence new solutions or even new areas and 
concepts emerge. A good example of this partnership 
might be the development of the “Lego Serious Play: 
an innovative, experimental process designed to 
enhance innovation and business performance” (Lego 
Serious Play, 2013).  
In a deeper way of merging the Design and the Business 
way of thinking and working, the concept of 
Participatory Innovation might also come into play. 
“Participatory Innovation gathers theories and methods 
from across different academic fields that describe how 
people outside an organization can contribute to its 
innovation. Identify ways for industry, the public sector, 
and communities to expand innovation through the 
participation of users, employees, suppliers, citizens, 
members, etc. – on a strategic level, in concrete 
methods, and in day-to-day interactions” (Buur, 
Ankenbrand, Mitchell 2012, p. 03). Regarding to ways 
of facilitating collaboration, Heinemann et al. (2010) 
believe that “there is a potential tension field between 
‘things’ and words in as much as some ‘things’ serve 
merely to support the verbal and gestural interactions of 
participants in collaborative processes, whereas other 
‘things’ apparently serve as actual catalysts in such 
processes for instance by creating new meaning or 
transforming knowledge on the other hand” (Heinemann 
et al. 2010, p. 223). The fact is that there is 
undoubtedly room for new areas of study in this 
combination and that some directions have been quite 
strongly built already. Following this understanding in a 
more specific direction, this paper comes from a Design 
perspective and intends to explore discussions in 
relation to how tangible artifacts and tools can be 
applied in the Business field in order to reach a better 
understanding between stakeholders. It suggests that 
complexity might be simplified through tangibility. 
The starting point of the discussion is based on the fact 
that the first challenge teamwork faces in the beginning 
of new projects is usually related to how a common 
understanding can be reached. In cases when the team is 
used to work together, this process might take less time 
and be less defiant. However, since the same logic 
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applies the other way around for projects that include 
professionals who have never worked together, getting 
everyone on the same page might take some time and 
require some strategies. Therefore, when it comes to 
consultancy companies, that constantly need to deal 
with different organizations, this challenge might be an 
even harder and more often reality that needs to be 
constantly overtaken. 
Having said that, two points become important to be 
highlighted: (1) how professionals consultants can be 
quickly acquainted with projects and organizations that 
they have never worked with before and (2) how can 
complex information be easily visualized and shared by 
stakeholders with different roles and backgrounds? 
COMPLEX INFORMATION THROUGH 
VISUAL REPRESENTATIONS 
The challenge of dealing with complex information has 
grabbed developers’ and researchers’ attention in 
different fields of study. Information designers, software 
engineers, interaction designers and many other 
professionals have been developing user-friendly 
software, interfaces, models and graphs in attempting to 
simplify sense-making processes. For Michael Albers, 
complex situations have so many variables that it is 
essentially impossible to collect enough information to 
fully define the paths of a certain problem. He 
understands that complex information comes “into play 
when the user has open-ended questions” (Albers 2002, 
p. 1). From a business perspective, “the complexity 
sciences present an ongoing, rigorous exploration of 
what self-organisation and emergence mean” (Stacey 
2011). Though, what most areas claim is that all sorts of 
visual representations (or even analogies) might be 
powerful to deconstruct complex situations into small 
and simpler problems - or “Local Interactions”(Stacey 
2011). Even though it is still too broad to be called “the 
solution” for the challenge of empowering users with 
different background to decode complex information, 
visual representations provide a clearer path towards the 
“right solution” - if it exists. 
Visual representations have also currently been brought 
into play in Participatory Design methods as visual 
information murals, mind maps (conceptual maps or 
think-maps), personas and scenarios (Graell-Colas 
2009). As simple as whiteboards, project walls and 
project cycle diagrams, these representations simply aim 
to help people to work together and exchange ideas and 
conversation more effectively (Graell-Colas 2009). A 
great point is that since often the communication 
through verbal-languages (words) create different 
pictures inside people’s minds, these techniques of 
visual representation work as powerful tools to enrich a 
clear and shared understanding between stakeholders 
with different backgrounds. Yet, when it comes to 
situations that require user’s engagement (within the 
Participatory approaches) the concept of Tangibility can 
be meaningfully added to the process of simplifying 
complex information through visual representations.  
SHARED KNOWLEDGE THROUGH 
TANGIBILITY 
With some different applications and study cases, 
concepts such as “Tangible Business Model Sketches” 
(Mitchell and Buur, 2010), “Tangible Business Process 
Modeling - TBPM” (Grosskopf et al., 2010) and similar 
studies basically defend that common understandings 
can be reached through tangible artifacts. For Eldeman 
et al. (2009) “the reduction of cognitive load via the 
object right in front of the subject allowed the subject to 
delve more deeply into the individual steps of the 
process” (Eldeman et al. 2009, p. 6). They understand 
that BPM attempts to represent the working procedures 
in the clearest way possible in order to provide a 
common understanding of the internal business 
processes of companies. Examples of questions asked 
by BPM practitioners might be “which steps need to be 
taken to process the order?” and “who is responsible for 
what?” (Eldeman et al. 2009, p. 1). They argue that 
flowcharts can be much easier understood through 
elements that can be touched and moved around by the 
stakeholders. 
Grosskopf et al. (2010) agree with that by suggesting 
that “business process models are central artifacts to 
communicate knowledge about working procedures in 
organizations” (Grosskopf et al. 2010, p. 1). From their 
point of view, these process models might serve as “a 
communication vehicle in business process 
management”. Their understanding dives towards how 
different shapes associate with semantics and encourage 
the participants to frame their output into “the concepts 
of control flow, data flow and resources” (Grosskopf et 
al. 2010, p. 2). Though tangible artifacts do not only 
serve as a way to represent business process, their 
nature of facilitating interaction and collaboration might 
also catalyse the co-construction of new possibilities for 
innovation (Mitchell; Buur 2010).  
What tangibility definitely brings in any of those cases 
is playfulness and flexibility by empowering the 
participants to think and discuss by hands. It presents an 
important role in “affording mistakes”, which encourage 
people to try things out even when they are not 
completely sure where to start from and/or what the 
visualization will look like in the end. “The analogy to 
children’s blocks dramatically lowers barriers for non-
process modelers to use the toolkit and participate in 
process modeling. They can easily delete, arrange and 
rearrange objects.” (Grosskopf et al., 2010, p. 2) 
STUDY CASE: “CO-CREATING KNOWLEDGE 
WITH HANDS” 
To illustrate and clarify the discussion of how 
tangibility facilitates collective sense making of 
complex information, a project conducted by a Brazilian 
consultancy company is used as a study case. The 
project aim was to develop an innovation culture in the 
IT department of a Brazilian multinational organization. 
However, to dive deeper towards the sense making of 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013, Lahti, Finland    www.pin-c2013.org/  
what is analysed, only the beginning of the first phase of 
the mentioned project is focused in this paper. 
In this part of the project the main challenge was to 
understand how the multinational organization was 
hierarchically arranged concerning departments, work 
flow and daily routine of the employees. To do so, two 
key employees were invited to enlighten the 
consultant’s understanding about the organization. 
During the activity they were not asked questions that 
they were used to answer in similar meetings. Nor were 
they asked to provide a flowchart of the organization. 
Instead, they were provided a collection of toys and 
general tools with different shapes and colors (such as 
figurines, trucks, blocks, strings, etc), as well as some 
colorful post-its and pens. 
Surprised by the task of building the work flow of the 
organization using materials that they are not used to 
work with, their first reaction was to explain us that they 
were not “creative people” since their background was 
based on mathematics and engineering. The first quarter 
of the activity was then as frustrating as expected 
(Figure 1). 
By associating the toys with the department and areas of 
the organization - taking into account their functions 
and the relationships between them - the employees 
started a meaningful discussion regarding to how the 
organization actually worked (Figure 2). 
In the end of the meeting they ended up managing to 
reach a tangible visualization that empowered them to 
quickly explain the workflow of the organization to any 
external partner. However, the information shared was 
not only based on a superficial way of seeing official 
documents that describes the organization. It also 
considered the employees perspective on how the work 
internally and externally flows.  
The co-created visualization was afterwards used to 
share the knowledge gained by the consultants with the 
ones who were not in the meeting. It was also useful in 
many discussions along the project, as well as in the 
final project report to illustrate the relationship between 
departments of the organization. 
DISCUSSION: COLLECTIVE SENSE MAKING 
OF COMPLEX INFORMATION  
The thinking behind this paper is the reflection on the 
knowledge built through tangibility and the analysis of 
how a complex process can be quickly visualized and 
easily shared with different stakeholders. It also aimed 
to add a layer of connections with some theoretical 
grounds related to the surrounding fields. Finally, its 
ultimate intention was to contribute to emphasize the 
connection between design and business approaches. To 
do so, it clarifies how participatory methods can be 
strongly built and applied into organizations. In that 
sense, it meant to provide a better understanding of the 
co-creation methods usage for educational purposes as 
well as to give a clear example of how organizations can 
apply such methods and concepts into everyday 
projects. 
In attempting to answer the questions previously 
instigated [how professionals consultants can be 
quickly acquainted with projects and organizations that 
they have never worked with before and how can 
complex information be easy visualized and shared by 
stakeholders with different roles and backgrounds] it is 
suggested that Visual Representations (such as mind 
maps, scenarios and so on) might be a powerful tool to 
digest complex information. Having in mind that 
sometimes they are presented in exhaustive reports that 
are likely to conduct stakeholders with different 
backgrounds into misunderstandings, visualization 
might encourage them to go through the information 
and to easier reach a common understanding based on 
additional images and/or drawings.  
Besides, a report (or other ways of sharing information) 
that essentially comes from one person to many tends 
not to incorporate the different understandings regarding 
to the diversity of the participants. Neither, it reaches 
the same level of engagement as if the participants were 
constructing a visual representation together. Thus, 
when co-creating, the possibility of easily moving 
tangible “bricks” and changing information might also 
be an element to add in the process of overtaking the 
challenge of engaging stakeholders and simplifying 
complex information.  
 
Figure 1: The organization’s employees trying to make sense of the 
materials they were given. 
 
Figure 2: The organization’s employees making connection between 
the internal departments’ workflow. 
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In practical terms, taking the presented study case into 
consideration, the goal of the consultants was to 
understand how the IT department worked internally 
and in collaboration with the other departments of the 
company. The traditional way of doing so would 
probably be to ask for the official organogram and try to 
make sense of it in a meeting between one or two 
consultants and one or two key employees/managers. 
Then, the information processed by the consultants in 
the meeting (that could be recorded) would need to be 
transfer to the other internal consultants that could also 
be involved in the project. This process does not sound 
wrong or complicated and in fact it might not be, the 
trick is, though, in the deepness of information to get 
from it. By talking through the organogram of the 
company about how the workflows, the information 
tend to be in the layer of how the work should flow, 
which may not be exactly how the work actually flows.  
If instead of coming from an “official workflow” the 
key employees were asked to create a visualization of 
how they see the workflow and the collaboration 
between people and departments, the information 
reached could be a bit closer to how the organization 
actually works. As it is also possible to be observed 
from our case, in this situation, not only the final 
explanation of how the company is hierarchically 
organized and what comes from where/who to 
where/who matters, also the spontaneous discussion 
between the employees when building the visualization 
is extremely important for the consultants level of 
understanding.  
After overtaking the “shock” of the surprise of being 
asked to play with “children’s tools” instead of work 
with “serious” complex organograms, they started 
reflecting and discussion in order to find the optimal 
position for the element of the visualization, such as: 
“figurines” (to represent the key managers and the 
customers), “blocks” (to represent departments and 
internal areas) and “trucks” (to represent the role of 
transporting information and solutions). In this moment, 
the attributes of tangibility and the flexibility that 
empowered them to touch and move objects around has 
played in important role of helping them to get started 
and to keep moving and discussing together. 
In the end, this process does not only make the effort of 
understanding and transferring information by the 
consultants easier. It also creates a different perspective 
of how the company works for the employees as well as 
quickly start engaging them towards the power of such a 
method, what might encourage them to use in their daily 
routines. 
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ABSTRACT 
In Helsinki, most citizens are knowledgeable in 
food sustainability to some degree, but the lack of 
relevant professional knowledge stops them from 
making practical suggestions for the public 
catering sector. This study explored mediation of 
the knowledge gaps between caterers and 
customers with three design games as tools to 
transfer, translate, or transform knowledge. With 
the games and tangible artefacts, caterers and 
customers openly discussed daily challenges in 
catering businesses, different values of food items, 
and how to make menus more sustainable for 
caterers, customers, and the environment. In the 
conclusion, a model of co-creation is proposed that 
highlights stakeholders’ construction of a shared 
knowledge ground on which they can negotiate 
how to use limited resources.  
INTRODUCTION 
In Helsinki, public catering firms serve lunches for 
many students and citizens, with government subsidies.  
While some proactive customers express their interests 
in being constructively involved in the planning, 
procurement, and serving processes, they cannot do 
much, due to the lack of knowledge on the food supply 
chain, restaurant business management, or professional 
level of culinary skills; without customer involvement, 
caterers lose opportunities to learn from external 
perspectives; the knowledge gap creates a bi-directional 
barrier between them. The authors see it as an 
opportunity for participatory innovation, for a 
sustainable food service for all caterers, customers, and 
the environment’s satisfaction.  
In this study, two research questions are formulated: the 
current knowledge gaps between caterers and 
customers, and how the gaps can be mediated with 
participatory design methods and tangible artefacts. 
Regarding the questions, the authors invited caterers and 
customers to have discussions on (i) what customers 
want to know about catering business, (ii) how people 
generally define healthy, eco-friendly, and popular food 
items, and (iii) how to prepare a menu that is both 
palatable and sustainable (made with seasonal and local 
ingredients). The three discussions were designed as 
three game-like activities where customers and caterers 
competed or negotiated using tangible props, acting in 
given situations.  
THEORETICAL BACKGROUNDS 
Regarding the first research question, the authors 
speculated that at least three types of knowledge 
boundaries exist between caterer and customers, based 
on Carlile (2004)’s framework: the boundaries between 
two different fields or actors can be understood as 
difference, novelty, or dependence in knowledge, and 
they can be mediated by transferring, translating, or 
transforming knowledge. When two or more members 
from different fields work together, knowledge is 
transferred between them to fill in each other. This 
process may not go smoothly when they encounter 
novelty, the differences in their lexicons, then they will 
try to translate their knowledge and build shared 
meanings. The shared meanings at boundaries may 
reveal that how the members (and their goals) are 
related, because the information each has/needs are 
inter-dependent. If all members pursue different 
interests while they are working together, conflicts will 
follow, but by highlighting how each member’s 
knowledge and competency is relevant and dependent 
on other members’, i.e., transformation of knowledge, 
all members can negotiate and transform their current 
knowledge and practices in the face of novelty. 
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Carlile’s framework provides useful insights for how to 
stage knowledge sharing activities for multiple 
stakeholders in the food catering sector in this study; 
typical technical knowledge transfer happens between 
multiple domains, but it also is feasible between nodes 
in the wider value network where contrasting 
competencies and perspectives get together, as Buur and 
Matthews (2008) discuss. Based on the framework, he 
authors planned design games, as one of the 
participatory methods, to engage stakeholders to explore 
their current practice and future design solution ideas in 
a fun and engaging atmosphere. Game playing as a 
research method has a long history: In the late 1970s, 
Ehn and Sjögren (1992) tried three games for trade-
union-based educational program for carpenters, for a 
common language between participants and mutual 
learning opportunity between researchers and 
carpenters. Brandt and Messeter (2004) used games as 
means for “developing, negotiating, and expressing a 
shared understanding of users, use context, and 
technology as part of concept design activities.” (p. 123) 
How three games are developed to transfer, translate or 
transform knowledge between caterers and customers 
continue in the next section.  
RESEARCH DESIGN 
Design games as a research method provides the 
possibility for knowledge to emerge, from participants’ 
collaboration. Three games were played with two 
caterers and four customers for this study. The game 
goals, research questions, rules, and tangible artefacts 
are summarized in Figure 1. While Question and Pay 
Game and Recipe Game were played in isolated lab 
environments to keep players focused on a few chosen 
aspects of reality, Good Food Game was played in the 
real world context of eating lunch because the authors 
wanted players to freely brainstorm on what they have 
been eating in the past, and how they see them. The two 
caterer-participants were both chefs, but they 
represented different types of restaurant businesses: one 
was trained in a mass catering business where operating 
equipment and adhering to sanitary laws/requirements 
matter, whereas the other was trained for fine dining. 
All games have competition components to let players 
take the games seriously. Findings from the analyses of 
videotaped data continue.    
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 
QUESTION AND PAY GAME: TRANSFERRING 
KNOWLEDGE BETWEEN CATERER AND CUSTOMER  
Question and Pay Game reached out for general 
information of what it means to be a chef; it revealed 
mostly current practices and some future directions of 
development in the field of mass catering service. 
Participants were a chef with over 3 years of experience 
in mass catering, and a sustainability-conscious 
customer. In this game, the chef’s knowledge was 
transferred for the customer across the boundary of 
different professions.  
The information obtained in this game shows that the 
catering industry responds more to profit making and 
less to sustainability, and the freshness of ingredients 
depends on the type and quantity of meals they serve. 
For buffet meals, for example, processed and packaged 
ingredients are preferred due to the workload. 
Customers also tend to waste more food there, but the 
caterer was pessimistic in persuading them not to, 
because they are paying. Changes for the better are 
possible, however; for a more sustainable food 
production and consumption, the chef provided some 
practical solutions out of his experiences, such as 
avoiding waste by adjusting meal portion sizes of a la 
cartè menus. The chef and customer also discussed how 
to increase the demands for organic and local products 
to lower their prices. The game concluded with the 
chef’s comments on hygiene, safety and quality control 
in the kitchen that any food industry that handles raw 
proteins should be concerned about.  
The Question and Pay game is designed to reveal the 
caterer and customer’s knowledge and priorities. The 
game rule of paying coins or giving points helped 
quantify the degree of importance each player placed in 
requested/obtained information. The customer-
participant formulated many analytical questions among 
which she weighed sustainability-related questions more 
and paid notably higher prices: provenance, how to 
support/promote local and organic farming practices, 
using fresh or processed ingredients, and how to reduce 
food waste. The chef, on the other hand, generously 
gave five points (full marks) for more than half of the 
customers’ questions. The authors could see what he 
regarded trivial or obvious questions from the questions 
that earned less than five points; differences between 
cooking methods, time to prepare large number of 
meals, or quality-profit balance for a catering business.  
The game rule of Joker Coins also helped reveal the 
chef’s practical concerns to which customers did not 
pay much attention: hygiene (how he has to change and 
wash chopping boards depending on ingredients), the 
importance of food quality and reputation in running 
restaurants, and the difficulties of dealing with Finnish 
customers as an African immigrant.  
GOOD FOOD GAME: TRANSLATION OF KNOWLEDGE  
Good Food Game explored different values of food and 
how individual customers define them. Participants 
were two male government employees working in an 
office with green certificate. In this game, the different 
values that customers are looking for from food were 
translated for each other across the boundary of 
different lexicons.  
The game board with a three-column table guided them 
to think about three different ideas of good: good for 
health, environment, and business. After the participants 
filled the tables, researchers compared the two tables to 
find out commonalities and differences. For healthy 
food, they mentioned foods traditionally collected from 
forests (mushroom, berries, fish caught from the lake, 
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and game meat), as opposed to cultivated foods (rye and 
other grains, and bread made of such grains). For eco-
friendly food, Finnish origin foods were frequently 
mentioned, plus foods made of leftovers because of 
food waste reduction. For profitable food, items that are 
cheap to produce but leave bigger profit margins are 
mentioned (alcoholic drinks, soft drinks, and coffee, 
e.g.) along with what they saw as marketing tactics such 
as organic or fair-trade labels. Finally, their idea of 
really sustainable dish that is healthy, eco-friendly and 
profitable was pyttipannu (fried potato, onion, and meat 
mix) made with locally grown ingredients, because they 
can be made of healthy, leftover, and cheap vegetables.    
The game engaged participants to voluntarily recollect 
and share their own experiences and knowledge 
concerning food. The simple activities of filling in 
tables, marking points with colour cubes, and tagging 
printed images made the gathered data tangible to both 
the researchers and participants. The game rule of turn 
taking prevented players from dominating the 
conversation. The game rather guided participants to be 
analytic, instead of being intuitive or imaginative. 
Participants named some foods for the ‘eco-friendly 
column, but after analytically discussion about them 
based on what they learned from media, either TV or 
newspaper, they deleted some items.  
RECIPE GAME: TRANSFORMATION OF KNOWLEDGE  
Recipe Game provided a negotiation opportunity 
between a caterer (chef) and a customer, over a lunch 
catering deal that is satisfactory to both parties. The chef 
was a professional with over 4 years of experience, 
while the customer was a graduate student, without 
much sustainability knowledge. In this game, their 
knowledge was transformed to meet each other’s 
requirements, and reach an agreement.    
The game started with the customer’s request of a lunch 
party menu that would wow her 250 guests. In response 
to that, the chef proposed ingredients and cooking 
methods; he thought the guests would be impressed by 
visually appealing and tasty dish, rather than nutrition-
rich one, so he proposed cooking methods that can 
enhance the appearance of the dish, citing from an 
experienced chef’s comments, “…everybody can make 
good tasting food… but not everybody can make food 
that looks good as well”. He also promoted using 
seasonal and local ingredients as he cared about food 
sustainability. The customer was satisfied by his 
suggestions, and agreed to pay more for appearance and 
taste, less for nutritional quality.  
Various tangible artefacts were used in the game. When 
the caterer explained what ingredients he was going to 
use, he pointed them out on a printed image list of 
Figure 1: A comparison table of Question and Pay, Good Food, and Recipe game goals, rules, and artefacts. 
Question and Pay Good Food Recipe
GO
AL
S
Transferring knowledge between caterers and 
customers, to build a shared understanding of 
each others’ values, needs, and challenges.   
Research question: How a mass catering 
business is currently running, and how it can be 
in the future?
Translating the different values that people are 
looking for from food, to build a shared vocabulary 
for future collaboration.  
Research question: Can people agree what are 
healthy, eco-friendly, or profi table food items?      
Transforming knowledge between caterers and 
customers, for a shared agreement of resource use.   
Research question: Can caterers and customers 
create a new menu together that is healthy, pleasing, 
tasty and also made with sustainable ingredients?  
RU
LE
S
Situation: In an interview between a chef and a 
customer, the customer learns about the chef’s 
job details.   
Rules: The chef gives the customer points for 
each question (1–5), to teach her what is more 
important, and what is not, to a chef. 
The customer pays for her questions according 
to importance (€1–10), to teach the chef what 
people care more about catering.
At the end, the chef can win Joker coins from 
the customer, by talking about anything very 
important to catering business but not asked by 
the customer. 
Rules: Two players. Each fi lls a 3-column (healthy, 
eco-friendly, and profi table food) table with food 
items. Later, they compare their lists and win 
points as follows:  
(a) The same items on two tables - both players win 
blue points. 
(b) For different items, they have to fi ght over 
points, by persuading each other. If one person 
pursuades the other, the winner gets a yellow point. 
If two players cannot agree, both get red points.
(c) If there are food items appear on all three 
columns, that is a really sustainable food. Players 
with such entries get black points. 
Situation: In a restaurant, a customer consults a 
chef, about the menu for her lunch time party for 
250 guests. The chef pursuades her to accept a 
three course menu made with seasonal and local 
ingredients, while the customer does not favour the 
idea much.   
Rules: During the negotiation, the chef uses three 
colours of image cards to show his suggested value 
of the menu, in terms of nutrition, appearance, and 
taste. After listening to the chef’s suggestion, the 
customer also make biddings with matching colours 
of coins, in terms of nutrition, appearance, and taste. 
They negotiate until they have the same number of 
cards and coins on the table. 
The customer should intentionally raise many 
objections, to provoke more of the chef’s knowledge. 
AR
TI
FA
CT
S
Paper coins, colour cubes, and question cards
Colour cubes, 3-column tables (good for health, 
environment, and business), printed food images, 
and tags. 
Three coloured image cards and coins (for nutrition, 
appearance, and taste respectively), and a printed 
list of seasonal ingredients.
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seasonal ingredients for the customer. He also used 1 
through 5 image cards to indicate his food quality in 
these criteria: nutritional value (gems, red), appearance 
(silk, pink) and flavour (spices, green). The customer 
used 1 through 5 paper coins with matching colours to 
indicate how much she is willing to pay in the same 
criteria. In their final negotiation, they knew they 
agreed, from the same number of cards and coins in 
each criterion.   
The game effected an explicit discussion of three 
aspects of food quality—nutrition, taste and visual 
appearance—quantified with cards and coins, plus 
sustainability as an additional value. During the 
discussion, the chef’s knowledge of how to preserve 
nutrition, appearance, and flavour of the food was 
transferred, and some of his knowledge was also 
transformed for the customer’s goals and needs. For 
instance, the chef enlightened the customer that she 
could impress her guests by having waiters talk about 
the sustainability of the menu (“this food is prepared 
with less energy/resources and more local products”), 
when the food is served. He transformed his knowledge 
of visible–hidden values of dishes to achieve the 
customer’s goal of impressing her guests. For another 
example, when participants talked about ways to reduce 
food waste, the chef explained that sometimes throwing 
away food could be in the customer’s best interest, 
because food cannot be reheated more than once, to 
avoid contamination of any kind. He talked about 
discarding food specifically in terms of the customer’s 
benefits (hygiene and safety), while in fact the caterer 
can also benefit from it (saving human labours for food 
repurposing activities).     
CONCLUSIONS  
 
Figure 2: A model of participatory innovation as construction of 
shared language, understanding, and agreement between consumers 
and businesses.  
In this study, the authors observed that the games 
appropriately engaged participants to share their 
knowledge. The three games were somewhat limited in 
that there were only two participants in each game and 
their discussions were limited to their professions and 
interests. More innovative ideas could have been 
generated on some issues. For example, regarding food 
waste, scientists and other specialists in the food 
industry might have contributed more innovative 
repurposing ideas, other than donation or composting.   
The shared knowledge during the game, however, can 
trigger further positive changes in the unbalanced power 
relationship between caterers and customers. Currently, 
customers just accept what is given to them, and 
caterers provide only the services feasible to their 
insider perspectives. Customers cannot make good 
proposals for catering businesses, if they cannot 
understand caterers’ daily challenges. Open discussions 
about sustainable eating between caterers and customers 
will not go anywhere if their ideas of sustainable food 
are different. Caterers and customers need to find where 
their different goals and interests intersect, when 
deciding what to cook for both parties’ satisfaction, 
using limited resources on this planet. On a shared 
knowledge ground, the two parties can start putting 
together what they know for meaningful collaborations.  
Building on Elkington (1997)’s Triple Bottom Line and 
aforementioned Carlile’s framework, the authors 
propose a model of co-creation (Figure 2) that 
highlights the stakeholders’ shared knowledge 
construction activities for a sustainable 
material/immaterial resource use. Such a model is 
urgently called for, because in most big problems we try 
to resolve nowadays, the three types of knowledge 
boundaries (difference, novelty, or dependence) usually 
manifest simultaneously, making problem 
understanding more challenging for stakeholders. This 
model provides a way to identify boundaries of different 
natures, and resolve them with different solutions. 
Further studies are needed to identify the issues and 
boundaries between actors in the early steps in the 
Finnish food supply chain to touch on more 
fundamental issues. 
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ABSTRACT 
Initiation of lead user methods depends upon the 
successful collection of lead user needs and trends. 
These pieces of information are determined from 
secondary sources, and interviews with market and 
technology experts. Specifically, the trends provide 
an overview of prevailing issues in the area, and 
their associative user needs can be useful for 
understanding the elements which must constitute 
future products, processes and services. Both of 
these types of information are essential for 
identification and recruitment of ‘lead users’, an 
innovative type of user. This study documents the 
process of collecting this information within the 
sustainable transport domain, and subsequently 
presents the collected future needs and underlying 
behavioural trends. Finally, it suggests a high-level 
replication procedure for conducting similar 
processes within alternative domains.  
INTRODUCTION 
Integrating leading edge users into new product 
development processes is vital for firms striving to 
create innovative products, processes and services. Such 
leading edge users are typically identified within 
progressive segments of user communities, and are 
innovating by themselves (Lüthje, Herstatt 2004). 
Leading edge users like these possess two defining 
characteristics which distinguish them from others. 
Firstly, they are positioned ahead of a trend resulting in 
them undertaking specific activities that causes them to 
possess user needs which other individuals encounter in 
the future (Herstatt, Von Hippel 1992). Secondly, they 
perceive a high expected benefit from attaining 
solutions to these needs, and therefore this provides 
them with the motivation to initiate innovation efforts. 
Scientifically, users possessing these characteristics 
have been termed ‘lead users’ and a promising approach 
for incorporating them into design processes is the lead 
user method. However, whilst this might be the case, 
successful initiation of the lead user method is 
contingent upon identifying existing trends, and related 
future user needs within the application domain. Once 
identified these lead user trends and needs constitute the 
main directions for searching for lead users. Generally, 
it is an accepted consensus that secondary sources of 
data can be consulted for this purpose, which includes 
scientific journals and conference papers, newspaper 
and magazine articles alongside any other sources of 
information available on the internet. Furthermore, 
interviews can be used to cross-validate, supplement 
and verify this information. These interviews are 
conducted with market and technology experts and 
crucial to distinguish not the lead users themselves.  
Additionally, whilst the skills and experience of those 
collecting this lead user identification information are 
important, more influential are the procedures that 
underpin such processes.  
Surprisingly, despite the importance of these processes 
which acquire lead user identification information (i.e. 
trends and needs), there is an absence of studies 
focussing upon this stage of the lead user method 
specifically. Instead, existing studies report applications 
of the lead user method overall limiting the amount of 
emphasis placed upon each stage independently. 
Therefore, currently very abstract guidance exists about 
this identification process for lead user trends and 
needs, which not only includes precise selection of 
experts for interview, but also the procedure used to 
conduct background research using secondary sources. 
Consequently, there is a necessity to undertake studies 
concentrating upon this stage particularly, reporting 
both the findings and methodologies used to collect 
them. Additionally, these studies should attempt to 
identify the specific circumstances, situations and 
factors which resulted in successes alongside the 
particularly useful tactics and strategies also. Once 
identified, this information can be reported as high level 
replication procedures allowing others to identify lead 
user trends and needs within alternate domains more 
easily.  
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successful initiation of the lead user method is 
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future user needs within the application domain. Once 
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main directions for searching for lead users. Generally, 
it is an accepted consensus that secondary sources of 
data can be consulted for this purpose, which includes 
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and magazine articles alongside any other sources of 
information available on the internet. Furthermore, 
interviews can be used to cross-validate, supplement 
and verify this information. These interviews are 
conducted with market and technology experts and 
crucial to distinguish not the lead users themselves.  
Additionally, whilst the skills and experience of those 
collecting this lead user identification information are 
important, more influential are the procedures that 
underpin such processes.  
Surprisingly, despite the importance of these processes 
which acquire lead user identification information (i.e. 
trends and needs), there is an absence of studies 
focussing upon this stage of the lead user method 
specifically. Instead, existing studies report applications 
of the lead user method overall limiting the amount of 
emphasis placed upon each stage independently. 
Therefore, currently very abstract guidance exists about 
this identification process for lead user trends and 
needs, which not only includes precise selection of 
experts for interview, but also the procedure used to 
conduct background research using secondary sources. 
Consequently, there is a necessity to undertake studies 
concentrating upon this stage particularly, reporting 
both the findings and methodologies used to collect 
them. Additionally, these studies should attempt to 
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factors which resulted in successes alongside the 
particularly useful tactics and strategies also. Once 
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An area where such exploration is particularly suited is 
the sustainable transport sector, which can be broadly 
defined as promotion of the most environmentally 
friendly forms of travel, with the agenda to reduce 
particulate and CO2 emissions. This suitability is due to 
continually highlighted requirements for innovative 
products, processes and services within the area by 
sustainable transport policies, and the fact that lead user 
methods have been shown to result in such innovative 
outcomes within a range of alternate domains. For 
example, pipe-hangers, electronic banking systems, 
computer hardware and software are just a few. These 
requirements have probably arisen due to innovative 
products, processes and service having societally 
beneficial qualities attributed to them by existing 
research (Heye 2006), with it suggesting that they have 
the capabilities to change the way individuals live.  
Such transformative capabilities are vital to reduce CO2 
emissions of the transportation sector, because it is also 
societally beneficial and an overarching goal of 
sustainable transport. Therefore, this is a well-
established consensus driving the formulation of 
sustainable transport policies worldwide.  
Methods used to collect this information about trends 
and future user needs are accurately documented 
enabling potential replication within other domains, and 
allowing the initiation of the lead user method. 
Outcomes from this study include a number of lead user 
needs, and trends specifically for the sustainable 
transport sector. Ideally, this information can be used 
for subsequent recruitment of lead users. More 
generally, these product related needs may be used by 
business managers wishing to understand the essential 
elements which must constitute future innovative 
products, processes and services within the domain of 
sustainable transport. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Although there are some reported variances, typically 
lead user methods consist of four stages, which are (1) 
defining the problem space, (2) identification of trends 
and needs, recruiting lead users, lead user workshop and 
concept creation, and evaluation. Most importantly, 
initial stages of the lead user method involve collecting 
future user needs and trends, and once collected they 
constitute the main directions for searching for lead 
users. Subsequent sections highlight some of the 
obstacles discussed within existing literature for 
collecting this information, and potential ways to 
counteract them. 
Since the lead user method is heavily contingent upon 
collecting the most appropriate trends and needs, it is 
likely that widespread uptake of these methods requires 
future research to document and investigate means to 
acquire this information. Currently, existing research 
provides very little guidance about this issue, apart from 
suggesting that secondary sources might be consulted, 
and that interviews with experts are especially valuable 
(Lüthje, Herstatt 2004). Particularly, highlighted within 
the limited amounts of guidance contained within 
existing literature is the necessity to identify the correct 
market and technology experts. However, almost no 
information is available about the characteristics and 
qualities that expert’s must possess as well as 
appropriate sample sizes facilitating an adequate 
interview process. This limited and thus restrictive 
information, alongside the significant necessity to 
identify the most appropriate experts for interview are 
contravening factors amplifying the complexities of 
recruiting experts generally. Moreover, further 
exacerbating this situation, this already restrictive 
information is also controversial. For example there are 
applications of the lead user method indicating that 
smaller samples are favourable due to them limiting the 
opportunities for information overload (i.e. (Herstatt, 
Von Hippel 1992)), whilst others suggest that broader 
searches for identifying should take place both within 
the domain under consideration and outside (Lüthje, 
Herstatt 2004). Information overload is a typically 
stated yet unaddressed phenomenon within the lead user 
method, and characterises situations where lead user 
teams collect excessive amounts of inappropriate 
information making it difficult to manage and prioritize 
it. Such situations could occur in part or whole from 
selecting incorrect and unsuitable experts. Once 
information overload has occurred, no formal guidance 
exists of how to manage it, which emphasizes the 
requirement to collect the correct information first time 
around.  
Despite these issues, a generally accepted consensus is 
to limit sample sizes through the precise and considered 
selection of experts for interview. This reduces the 
chances of information overload and provides the best 
possible opportunities for identifying experts possessing 
the required intuition, skills, and experience. Practically, 
this involves developing a detailed understanding of the 
experts to be interviewed prior to initiating contact, and 
can be accomplished by viewing online profile 
information, interests both academic and extra-
curricular, and specifically in the case of experts 
developing solutions, the types of products, processes 
and services they have created. 
METHODS 
Sixteen market and technology experts were 
interviewed using semi structured interviews via the 
telephone. Eight of them were experts in technology, 
whilst the remainder consisted of academics with 
interests and specialisms in sustainable transport. Two 
distinct sets of interview questions were implemented 
that were applied to the market and technology experts. 
More specifically, the first set which was applied to the 
sustainable transport academics established key issues 
in the area, and associative sustainable transport 
behavioural trends. These questions were formulated in-
line with existing literature especially that concerned 
with sustainable transport policies (Department for 
Transport 2007, Goldman, Gorham 2006). The second 
set of questions predominantly addressed issues related 
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to future needs, which could arise from the sustainable 
transport behavioural trends captured previously. These 
questions were developed to interview market and 
technology experts according to a guidelines contained 
within a lead user handbook (Churchhill, Von Hippel et 
al. 2009). Questions were developed to counteract any 
personal biases, by asking for both general views and 
those relating to their own specific opinions.  
Experts were identified through background research, 
which specifically involved assessing online profile 
information, academic publications, and solutions 
created by manufacturers as well as application 
developers. All interviews were conducted over the 
telephone, and typically lasted between 15-45 minutes 
in duration. Interviews were ceased when they stopped 
delivering new insight. All interviews were recorded, 
and transcribed in full.  
EVALUATION OF DATA  
Thematic analysis was utilised to define codes for the 
data, and extract appropriate themes. Collected data was 
reviewed several times ensuring that the most relevant 
themes were identified, driven by theoretically and 
latent approaches to thematic analysis (Aronson 1994). 
RESULTS & DISCUSSION 
Due to the predominant focus of this research being 
methodological, initially a potential replication 
procedure is presented which complements the 
previously described method. More specifically, it 
illustrates each stage of the process followed for data 
collection. Subsequently, the actual lead user trends and 
needs that emerged from this process are documented. 
(1) Review related scientific literature, newspaper articles and 
webpages. Identify any eminent authors in the field.  
(2) Investigate solutions in the field, establishing commonalities 
between them, and document any prominent manufacturers or 
developers.  
(3) Develop two sets of interview questions based upon the above 
information, one to establish the problem space, specifically 
including determining trends in user behaviours, whilst others 
ascertain particular future user needs arising from being ahead of 
these trends. 
(4) Identify potential interviewees based upon content of the 
interview questions, including referring back to the eminent authors, 
predominant manufacturers and developers collected at stages one 
and two. Conduct background research on them, ensuring that there 
interests and specialities are aligned to the focus of the questions. 
(5) If required initiate preliminary contact with the potential experts 
to acquire additional information to better ascertain their suitability.  
(6) Uniformly, conduct interviews transcribing data, and 
appropriately analysing it, using a method such as thematic analysis. 
Sustainable Transport Behavioural Trends 
According to the interviews conducted within this 
research, and other studies (e.g. (Greene, Wegener 
1997, Department for Transport 2009)) sustainable 
transport is broadly defined as reducing CO2 and 
particulate emissions through selecting the most 
appropriate transportation choices, as well as clustering 
communities and facilities to reduce distances travelled. 
Sustainable transport behaviours are the specific 
behaviours that individuals undertake which contribute 
to the overarching sustainable transport agenda, 
typically addressed within current policy and 
legislation. Sustainable transport behaviour trends are 
group level behavioural changes contributing to the 
sustainable transport agenda. Subsequently, those 
identified within this research are introduced and 
described in more detail.  
Generally, increasing greener awareness was an issue 
emerging from interviews, and more specifically 
required individuals on both a local and governmental 
level to acknowledge the importance of reducing 
transportation related CO2 emissions. Such findings are 
unsurprising given the numerous studies, which have 
attempted to address issues associated with increasing 
greener awareness in multiple domains (i.e. (Pattinson, 
Oram et al. 2011, Booth, Shirt 1998)) Furthermore, 
another trend emerged about the decrease in car usage 
and ownership. Numerous attributions were attached to 
this decrease, including the cost of petrol relative to 
public transport, and the increasingly implemented 
planning restraints in town centres, which might reduce 
the convenience of parking close to commercial 
attractions. Additionally, attitudinal factors were also 
stated as further factors creating tendencies for people to 
drive less, as people were presently more accepting 
towards alternate transport modes (i.e. public transport 
modes). Contributing to this reduction, it was often 
specified that there was lesser car ownership amongst 
the younger generation with this being ascribed to shifts 
in perceptions amongst these users. Such perceptual 
shifts relate to the car being considered more of a 
practical item by this user group, unlike previously 
where it was usually thought of as a status symbol. The 
previous perception of the car as a status symbol 
accelerated the desire for car ownership; however, 
nowadays various technologies such as the mobile 
phone have probably substituted them from this status 
and image perspective. Underpinning this trend of 
reduced car use is the peak car theory, which states that 
increasing car usage has stabilised after continuous 
exponential growth within the previous 40 years and 
various conflicting attributions have been deduced, 
although, perhaps one of the more promising 
explanations is the reduction in company car use 
(Goodwin 2011).   
Additionally, a number of participants reported growths 
in cycling culture and cycling. This might be due to 
cycling becoming a more commonly accepted 
phenomena, and individuals understanding the benefits 
of it. These benefits probably relate to increasing 
concerns about maintaining healthier lifestyles, the 
more detailed understanding about sustainable transport 
and related to this the increased desire to reduce CO2 
emissions amongst individuals. Such changes may have 
also stemmed from sustainable transport policies which 
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can be accomplished by viewing online profile 
information, interests both academic and extra-
curricular, and specifically in the case of experts 
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and two. Conduct background research on them, ensuring that there 
interests and specialities are aligned to the focus of the questions. 
(5) If required initiate preliminary contact with the potential experts 
to acquire additional information to better ascertain their suitability.  
(6) Uniformly, conduct interviews transcribing data, and 
appropriately analysing it, using a method such as thematic analysis. 
Sustainable Transport Behavioural Trends 
According to the interviews conducted within this 
research, and other studies (e.g. (Greene, Wegener 
1997, Department for Transport 2009)) sustainable 
transport is broadly defined as reducing CO2 and 
particulate emissions through selecting the most 
appropriate transportation choices, as well as clustering 
communities and facilities to reduce distances travelled. 
Sustainable transport behaviours are the specific 
behaviours that individuals undertake which contribute 
to the overarching sustainable transport agenda, 
typically addressed within current policy and 
legislation. Sustainable transport behaviour trends are 
group level behavioural changes contributing to the 
sustainable transport agenda. Subsequently, those 
identified within this research are introduced and 
described in more detail.  
Generally, increasing greener awareness was an issue 
emerging from interviews, and more specifically 
required individuals on both a local and governmental 
level to acknowledge the importance of reducing 
transportation related CO2 emissions. Such findings are 
unsurprising given the numerous studies, which have 
attempted to address issues associated with increasing 
greener awareness in multiple domains (i.e. (Pattinson, 
Oram et al. 2011, Booth, Shirt 1998)) Furthermore, 
another trend emerged about the decrease in car usage 
and ownership. Numerous attributions were attached to 
this decrease, including the cost of petrol relative to 
public transport, and the increasingly implemented 
planning restraints in town centres, which might reduce 
the convenience of parking close to commercial 
attractions. Additionally, attitudinal factors were also 
stated as further factors creating tendencies for people to 
drive less, as people were presently more accepting 
towards alternate transport modes (i.e. public transport 
modes). Contributing to this reduction, it was often 
specified that there was lesser car ownership amongst 
the younger generation with this being ascribed to shifts 
in perceptions amongst these users. Such perceptual 
shifts relate to the car being considered more of a 
practical item by this user group, unlike previously 
where it was usually thought of as a status symbol. The 
previous perception of the car as a status symbol 
accelerated the desire for car ownership; however, 
nowadays various technologies such as the mobile 
phone have probably substituted them from this status 
and image perspective. Underpinning this trend of 
reduced car use is the peak car theory, which states that 
increasing car usage has stabilised after continuous 
exponential growth within the previous 40 years and 
various conflicting attributions have been deduced, 
although, perhaps one of the more promising 
explanations is the reduction in company car use 
(Goodwin 2011).   
Additionally, a number of participants reported growths 
in cycling culture and cycling. This might be due to 
cycling becoming a more commonly accepted 
phenomena, and individuals understanding the benefits 
of it. These benefits probably relate to increasing 
concerns about maintaining healthier lifestyles, the 
more detailed understanding about sustainable transport 
and related to this the increased desire to reduce CO2 
emissions amongst individuals. Such changes may have 
also stemmed from sustainable transport policies which 
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actively seek to promote alternate forms of transport to 
the car. Other trends included increasing fuel prices, 
positive attitudinal changes towards public transport, 
changes in the car buying market, and the increasing 
reliability and efficiency of alternatives to the car. 
Subsequent sections, document some of the related user 
needs that must be considered when developing 
innovative products, processes and services for the 
domain of sustainable transport. 
Actual outcomes from the technical interviews 
concretely demonstrate that commonalities exist 
amongst user needs associated with existing products, 
processes and services. Therefore, these findings 
support those recently established by (Kujala, 
Kauppinen 2004) within user centred design which 
demonstrate that a common core set of needs can be 
identified. These user needs are the types of 
considerations that must be made when developing 
sustainable transport solutions, and could arise from the 
previously discussed sustainable transport behavioural 
trends. Within further detail, general technological 
trends for the sustainable transport sector included 
requirements for faster and cheaper technologies, 
simplification of features and tasks alongside the 
incorporation of social networking facilities into 
technologies for leveraging the use of car sharing.  
Whilst the identified requirements for faster and cheaper 
sustainable transport solutions are self-explanatory and 
consistent with technology generally and those found 
within other domains such as user centred design 
(Vredenburg, Mao et al. 2002), other user needs 
mandating additional description are introduced next. 
For example, some of the participants suggested that 
there were requirements to simplify tasks, and 
consequently achieve more functionality with less 
features. Specifically, this might refer to sustainable 
transport solution interfaces, or even the hardware 
underpinning them. Existing literature has generally 
referred to such designs as ‘sweet designs’, because 
they achieve large amounts in a simplistic way (Gosling 
2007). Such results are in line with studies in human 
computer interaction and particularly user centred 
design that have emphasized the requirements to 
simplify use of technology making it easier to use 
(i.e. (Kujala, Kauppinen 2004)), which is integral for 
achieving usability. A further viewpoint which arose 
frequently was the requirements to integrate social 
networking sites into sustainable transport solutions 
such as car sharing websites for increasing trust 
amongst individuals using them. This is unsurprising as 
multiple studies have addressed social networking, 
evaluating its potential for integration into car sharing 
particularly for leveraging trust, and suggest that it is a 
beneficial addition for such purposes (Chan, Shaheen 
2012, Chaube, Kavanaugh et al. 2010). 
Additionally, further themes arose relating to 
interoperability and differing types of sustainable 
transport solutions. In fact, this trend was specified upon 
multiple occasions, by a variety of interviewees. 
Practically, this highlights the requirements to aspire for 
creation of sustainable transport solutions enabling 
people to use multiple modes of transport within one 
journey. Such issues might arise on a planning and 
booking level (i.e. online journey planners and online 
ticket booking systems), or alternatively within real time 
when actually travelling. Exemplifying this, one 
participant discussed the recent developments in real-
time mobile application supported ride sharing, and 
subsequent expansion plans for it to operate seamlessly 
with other public transport modes. In practice, they 
stated that car sharing should be seen as a means to 
extend the public transport network, and hence it might 
support individuals wishing to use a bus for one part of 
their journey, a train for another, and finally share a car 
for the last segment. It was emphasized that technology 
to facilitate this was required, which would probably 
include providing real time alerts and notifications for 
individuals wanting to migrate from one mode of 
transport to another. Such requirements for 
interoperability are supported within studies by (Chan, 
Shaheen 2012) which suggest that although the 
directions and growth for ridesharing are uncertain, the 
next decade is likely to include increased 
interoperability and technological integration. 
Likewise, with respect to online booking systems, it is 
considered a simplifying procedure to enable multiple 
modes of transport to be booked in a singular place. 
However, there is a distinct lack of such solutions which 
emphasizes the requirements to implement them. 
Coinciding with these requirements, (Sauter-Servaes, 
Nash 2009) suggests that while such booking systems 
are beneficial, they are almost still non-existent. 
Supplementing this, they state that despite it being a 
complicated procedure, there are no technical or 
scientific reasons prohibiting their creation. Such a 
situation characterised by the absence of solutions 
caused one participant to become compelled to create 
their own solution. More specifically, they created a 
specialised website providing instructions to overcome 
difficulties associated with the absence of such 
multimodal online ticket booking systems. Interrelated 
to these issues, some participants stated, that the 
accelerated use of ride sharing was contingent upon 
centralising every ride sharing database ensuring that 
users could search for all rides within one place, instead 
of visiting several. 
Moreover, user needs also existed related to the 
personalisation of sustainable transport solutions, and 
mobile localization which is dependent upon real time 
information. Broadly speaking, it aids individuals to 
monitor the actual location of local public transport 
vehicles in real time, and visually observe upcoming 
vehicles on their mobile phone screens. Personalization 
of preferences is a further emerging user need, and 
suggests that sustainable transport solutions such as 
journey planners, should learn more about users, based 
upon their inputted data, and make recommendations 
according to this.   
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CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER WORK  
To emphasize points of importance, generally as 
recommended by existing literature, consulting 
secondary sources provided a concrete basis to 
subsequently conduct interviews. These interviews 
complemented existing literature, and provided a useful 
mechanism to acquire information about more specific 
issues unexplored within current research. Generally, 
findings suggest that there are commonalities in user 
needs associated with existing technologies, which 
included the necessity for interoperability amongst 
transport types and supporting ticketing systems, 
facilitating personal carbon emissions monitoring 
through mobile phone applications and websites, 
increased sophistication in mobile phone hardware, and 
additionally advanced mobile localization. Associative 
trends and information emerging from the interviews 
with sustainable transport related academics (whilst 
being diverse) also demonstrated commonalities 
amongst differing participants. Specifically, prevalent 
issues were reduced car ownership and usage, increased 
cycling alongside the overarching trend of increasing 
greener awareness. 
Additional studies are needed that use the collected 
information to actually recruit lead users. Ordinarily, 
existing studies have reported two mechanisms to 
achieve this, which are using surveys and networking 
via interview. Whilst both approaches are different, 
essentially they achieve the same objective which is 
ascertaining whether individuals possess future needs, 
and motivation to initiate innovation efforts. 
Specifically, further studies should establish ways to 
evaluate collected trends and associated user needs in 
order to determine the most appropriate ones for 
initiating lead user studies. Practically, this might 
involve collecting alternative trends alongside user 
needs, and subsequently recruiting lead users using 
them for idea generation workshops followed by 
comparing the quality of outcomes to determine which 
ones were most appropriate. Further research also 
involves reapplying the replication procedure 
documented in this research within alternative domains. 
Finally, this should help to reduce the biases/issues 
associated with external validity.  
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HOW TANGIBLE ARROWS CREATE 
INNOVATIVE RELATIONS 
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ABSTRACT 
In this publication I introduce the tangible arrow 
model, a tangible business model. After the model 
is explained, I describe a case study that illustrates 
how the model is used. I compare the tangible 
arrow model with other tangible business models 
and conclude how this model helps to vizualize 
stakeholder relations, helps to see relations in the 
business and invites to come up with new 
opportunities. 
INTRODUCTION 
Business Models are important in every organization. 
Magretta describes why business models matter 
(Magretta 2002): business models help to define a 
business and these definitions bring clarity. However, 
Margretta noticed that, especially during the busting of 
the dotcom bubble, a lot of business models were ill 
defined. 
Mitchell and Buur (2010) elaborated on Magretta’s 
findings and suggested to make values of business 
models tangible to better understand the creation of 
these values; which was the first notion of tangible 
business models. Mitchell and Buur see as main value 
of business model models to ‘Facilitate thinking in 
systems, create simplicity, express the vivacity of the 
business, make it easier to think big, provoke new 
connections and associations, support story telling, 
work across language barriers, and provide easy to 
recollect experiences. In addition the interactive and 
collaborative nature of tangible business models show 
potential as catalysts to co-construct new possibilities 
for innovation.’ (Mitchell and Buur 2010, p4) 
One year later Lübbe (2011) recommended for making 
business models to map out the information since 
people only have limited processing capacity. This is 
based on Miller’s (1956) research which agues that 
people can only remember 7 ‘items’ (plus or minus 2) at 
a time. In making business models tangible, it becomes 
easier to see and also to remember what a business 
model is about.  
Heinemann et al. (2011) investigated in the process of  
‘making sense of things’ in participatory settings. Their 
research ends with some research questions: (a) How do 
the specific physical properties (such as texture, color, 
size, and manipulability) of “things” shape how 
participants attend to and make sense of them? (b) How 
do the experience and expertise of participants in 
collaborative activities influence the way in which they 
attend to and make sense of “things”? (Heinemann et al., 
2011 p4)  
The research conducted in the field of tangible business 
models raises more questions than it provides answers. 
What are the main values of tangible business models 
for creating innovation and how do multiple 
characteristics of these models play a role in creating 
these values? The upcoming case study will explore 
this. 
TANGIBLE ARROW MODEL 
This research is a result of the creation of a tangible 
model for a participatory innovation (Buur and 
Matthews 2010) course in October 2011. This course 
was part of the IT Product Design program at the 
University of Southern Denmark.  
 
Figure 1: The tangible arrow model that contains multiple playing 
boards on which participants store their recourse blocks. In between 
the playing boards, relations are mapped out using arrows and blocks. 
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I was asked to design a tangible business model that 
could visualize and help to understand the business of 
multiple stakeholders who are working together on 
creating a medical device. While talking with 
stakeholders and analyzing their business it seemed to 
be interesting to focus on the resources stakeholders 
were contributing with since their contributions were 
quite diverse. Second, it seemed interesting to 
investigate the relations between all stakeholders, since 
the diversity of stakeholders. As a result of these 
observation the tangible arrows model was created. 
The tangible arrows consist of multiple ‘playing board’ 
on which the different stakeholders define ‘their role’ 
and write down information about ‘their role’ (eg. 
designer, investor, manufacturer etc). On the playing 
board they can store their resource blocks, on which 
they can write what their resources, contributions and 
inputs are (eg. design skills, money, machines, patents 
etc). After setting the roles and resources participants 
can use the ‘playing field’ in between the Playing 
Boards to map out relations between different 
stakeholders using the transparent arrows. On the 
arrows they can write what the relation is about (eg. 
Partners, Is hired by, is providing X to, etc). As well 
they can put the resource blocks on top of the arrow to 
see what resources are involved in which relations. See 
Figure 1. Throughout the sessions participants can 
easily rearrange blocks and arrows and see, and discuss, 
how these changes influences the business relations. 
HOW IT IS USED: A CASE STUDY 
This case describes a meeting between a project 
manager (PM), a designer (D), an investor (Inv) and an 
engineer (E). These are the stakeholders the tangible 
arrows model was originally designed for. They all 
work in different companies or institutes but for this 
project they work together on developing a medical 
device. 
First, they all map out what they will contribute to the 
project. The project is still in the setup and exploration 
phase and therefore the contributions seem quite 
straightforward. The Inv invests money, which flows to 
the PM. Later the Inv will get his return on the 
investment (probably the Inv and the PM set up a 
contract to discuss the details on this, but this was not 
mentioned during this session) 
D is working for a research department at a university 
and is responsible for user studies. In return D gets paid 
by the PM. E is also working for a university, although 
a different one than D is working for. After the user 
studies done by D and additional design input by the 
PM, E he will make a first prototype of the medical 
device. In return E gets paid by the PM.  
The project also benefits from EU funding, which is 
received by the PM. In the model this is illustrated as 
‘an incoming money flow’, illustrated by an arrow and a 
resource block. The EU is not defined as stakeholder. 
The EU funding is used by the PM to pay D and E.  
This results in a general setup. See Figure 2 for a 
schematic version of the set up.Then, the stakeholders 
are discussing for some time how the project is going 
and how everyone is contributing. This is a calm and 
open conversation. Everyone seems to be happy with 
each other’s roles and everyone seems to agree that 
everyone is contributing in the way she has to 
contribute. 
 
 Figure 2: Schematic representation of the business relations as the stakeholders mapped it out. 
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At some point the PM says to D that the most important 
outcome for D is that D gets new user insights (While 
saying this PM grabs a resource block and writes ‘user 
insights’ on it). D agrees that that is the most valuable 
outcome, but he also likes to mention that he does not 
get this from the PM but rather through his own 
research. 
PM agrees and says that D gets these insights through 
the user studies with users. They are discussing for 
some time about what users actually are: are they all 
different users, or can they be seen as a group of users? 
They decide to create a new ‘stakeholder’ who is named 
‘users’ (U) and who represents all users. They map out 
that there is an arrow from U to D and the resource 
block ‘user insights’ is placed on that arrow. 
Inv notices that this looks weird. It looks like U is just 
providing the user insights, like it is a package, and this 
is not the case according to him. D agrees, he brings up 
that he gets the user insights through his own activities 
(using different user research techniques). In the end 
they agree to illustrate it by placing two arrows, one in 
each direction, between D and U and place the ‘user 
insights’ resource block on top of both arrows. This 
illustrates the ongoing process of doing research that 
results in user insights gained by D. See Figure 3.  
What does this case description shows? It illustrates that 
the participants begin with what the assignment actually 
asks them to do: they define their roles, their 
contributions and their relations. It already becomes 
interesting when they define the contribution by the EU. 
They realize that apparently all seem to agree and that 
the EU is not part of the setup, there is just an incoming 
money flow. In the reflection session after this 
workshop, this would become an interesting point of 
discussion with the main question: why is the EU 
outside the relationships? Couldn’t the EU play a more 
dominant role and how could the project benefit from 
other recourses the EU has to offer? Furthermore, the 
session shows how the participants use the blocks and 
arrows in a creative way. When they realize that for D 
‘user insights’ are an important outcome, they use 
recourse blocks and relation arrows to illustrate this. 
One could discuss if according to the original ‘rules’ the 
resource blocks and relation arrows can actually be used 
for this. Inv mentioned during the session: can ‘user 
insights’ be called a recourse? And is there a business 
relation between the D and U?  
However they took the freedom to ‘create’ a new player, 
U, who represents a whole group of users. These users 
‘created’ in an ongoing process with D, ‘user insights’ 
that could be used in the project. All these actions where 
not defined on forehand but somehow the group of 
participants co created the new meaning of these actions 
which gave them useful insights in what their business 
is actually about. 
WHY THIS WORKS: A COMPARISON 
One year after the creating of the tangible arrow model 
and the described case study, a group of students from 
the Mads Clausen Institute of the University of Southern 
Denmark mapped out different (tangible) business 
models. They analyzed the tangible arrow model and 
compared it with: 
1) The Venture Tower (Groskovs, 2011), which allows 
stakeholders to discuss business together by building a 
tower of bricks. 
2) Staging Business Model (Ankenbrandt, 2011), which 
is working with a staging version of Osterwalders 
Canvas. (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2011) 
3) The Train Model (Beuthel and Buur, 2012), in which 
a toy train set is used to co-construct new 
understandings of a business model. 
4) The Pinball Business Model (Buur and Gudiksen, 
2012), which is encouraging though a pinball model to 
explore the opportunities of a business model. 
The students ran different sessions with all models and 
then came up with three types of contribution the 
models make: 1) Visualize, 2) Realize Problems and 
Relationships, 3) Discover Opportunities. Whereas most 
models were providing either one or two contributions, 
the tangible arrows model provides all of the insights 
according to the students’ analysis. (See Figure 4.) 
 
 Figure 3: The designer gets user insights from investigations with users. 
 
 Figure 4: Comparison of multiple (tangible) business models. 
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How can this be explained? The tangible arrows start as 
a tool to visualize a business; the arrows and bricks 
invite to map out the information as Lübbe (2011) 
recommended. Thereby automatically relations and 
‘problems with these relations’ are realized since the 
arrows directly point out the (missing) relations and 
what is involved in these relations. But once the tools 
are used for the visualization part, participants seem to 
use the tools in way to discover opportunities.  
One could argue that the model stimulates the action of 
discovering opportunities: the recourse blocks only 
show what the input by the stakeholders already is. It 
does not describe what the stakeholders created in the 
process of activities. The ‘EU funding example’ and the 
‘user insights example’ show the ‘mapping out’ of 
information. The mapping out illustrates what is going 
on in the relations between stakeholders. On the other 
hand it does not cover everything that is going on, the 
blocks do not allow to give very detailed descriptions. 
By showing in a simplified way how the relations 
between stakeholders are, stakeholders seem to what is 
and what could be. 
DISCUSSION 
While reflecting, the Transparent Model looks on first 
sight almost like a System Dynamics model (clearly 
defined ‘building blocks’, arrows that show the 
relationships). Simon (1962) suggested to illustrate 
organizations and the relations within them using 
System Dynamic principles. On the other hand, 
participants are co creating new meaning in the 
conversations they are having, which is touching the 
work of Stacey (2007), who is claiming that 
organizations and businesses cannot be seen as systems 
but as interactions between participants in which 
meaning is created. This relates to what Mitchell and 
Buur already wrote in their first notion of tangible 
business models (2010): facilitate thinking in systems, 
provoke new connection and thereby new possibilities 
for innovation. 
The main value of the tangible arrows models is the 
combination of ‘a representation of a business’ and 
‘indicating new business opportunities’ 
In terms of physical properties the transparency seems 
to work well; while defining resources all blocks are the 
same, not one block can be considered more or less 
important on forehand. The meaning is only created 
after participants write on the blocks. And since the 
blocks and arrows are transparent, only ‘the concept’ or 
‘the relation’ seems to exist. Because concepts are so 
simplified defined, interesting discussion like ‘what are 
user insights?’ can come up. 
Concluding, in this research I am pointing some aspects 
that seem to be beneficial for creating innovative 
relations in tangible business models. I have done this 
by creating the tangible arrow model. By comparing this 
model with other models, the characteristics of the 
tangible arrows seem to be good for visualizing a 
business model, realizing problems and relationships in 
a business model and discover new opportunities for the 
business model. These observations can be inspiration 
for creating other models to gain better understanding 
on how tangible business models can help to create 
value for businesses. 
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Today, when people talk about innovation systems they typically mean 
organisational, regional or national approaches to innovation that try to map 
and organise the different stakeholders, competences and procedures that are 
relevant for the innovation process.
These approaches are normally described in an innovation policy – an 
institutionalised way of learning about and mastering innovation across 
boundaries efficiently.
Despite extensive studies of innovation at individual, group and institutional 
levels there has not been much focus on the interdependence between these levels. 
Innovation can be seen as a process where perspectives given at the institutional 
level – often formulated in a policy that frames the context and rules of the game 
– need to be interpreted at the individual level, to understand how to deal with 
novelty and uncertainty in innovation projects.
Whether different stakeholders participate in innovation and whether they 
accept the given perspectives depends on how much sense individuals can make 
of them in local interaction in practice.
The role of the educational system in innovation policy has been recognised. 
However, it has mainly been understood as a provider of workforce with basic 
knowledge and skills; it is not used as an active partner in continuous regional 
interaction. Innovation learning unites knowledge and skills in pedagogy, 
innovation and work context.
We explore how innovation policies help to innovate and how local 
practice can affect policy. From different perspectives, we aim to build a deeper 
understanding of interdependence between policy, learning and practice in 
innovation when involving different stakeholders.
While our understanding and approach to policy and local participation may 
differ, new understandings may emerge in the dialogue of such differences.
chairs Vesa Harmaakorpi, LUT LSI 
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ABSTRACT 
In several present discourses and practices that are 
involved in innovation and development projects it 
seems like there is a strong emphasis on 
management and planning with agreements and 
clear goals as the crucial components. In this paper 
we propose another approach that more 
acknowledges the complexity and messiness of 
innovation. We will discuss how we through 
Malmö Living Labs have navigated across an 
ecology of ongoing projects and innovation 
policies that we try to merge into something 
coherent and meaningful in multiple ways. The 
networks resemble the nested Russian Matryoshka 
dolls; unveiling one dimension you find another 
one. Inspired by the concepts of boundary objects 
and boundary infrastructuring we will argue that, 
by acknowledging these concepts as the strongest 
common frame during complex collaboration 
across disciplines and communities of practice, an 
informal, creative and flexible practice can get 
more space to flourish. 
INTRODUCTION 
Chris Mowles made a keynote on the 2011 PIN-C 
conference where he, based on the accepted conference 
papers, argued that he could distinguish two very 
different approaches or narratives to innovation that 
were represented at the conference. According to 
Mowles both are important/crucial and interdependent, 
but one of them, which he labelled the “management 
narrative”, was very dominant. The other, that almost 
seemed to be suppressed by the first, he termed as the 
“complexity narrative”. The management narrative 
brings forward key concepts such as planning, control, 
strategy development, common visions and agreements 
and heroic managers that make rational choices. The 
complexity narrative on the other hand takes a more 
mundane approach and view innovation as something 
that can’t easily be fixed in models or abstractions and 
where innovation constantly emerge in everyday life 
through ”ongoing active participation in the exploration 
of difference and diversity in organisations or 
communities” (Mowles 2011).  
Jesper Blomberg who is a researcher in management 
and organisation at Stockholm Business School has 
similar to Mowles found that most narratives and 
literature about development projects stress that 
successful projects needs clear, fixed and common goals 
with clear boundaries and that they are well planned. 
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However, he could from studying several different 
development project present findings that were quite 
contrary to this view. In practice, the most successful 
projects seem to have been less planned and allowing 
undefined boundaries as well as imprecise and different 
goals to reside within the project group. What has been 
the most characteristic aspect of successful practice is 
continuous negotiation and flexibility. He could actually 
state that (although most management handbooks 
proclaim the opposite) projects that have been the most 
rigorously planned also have been evaluated as the least 
successful (Blomberg 2003).  
Despite the dominating management narratives and 
perspectives on innovation and development projects 
it’s possible to find support for a complexity narrative in 
several disciplines. In the field of urban development 
Nabeel Hamdi put forward emergence as more crucial 
than planning and strategic design though the latter he 
argues often inhibits progress and development (Hamdi 
2004). The discrepancy between plans and the situated 
nature of human social interaction brought up by Lucy 
Suchman among others (Suchman 1987) has for long 
also been central to the field of participatory design. 
Finally, not only in innovation work but also in the 
more “stable” everyday practice, informal strategies 
seem to be more suitable to both handle unexpected 
situations and keep up the everyday work, compared to 
plans and formal procedures. Argyris and Schön have 
termed this informal and often situated and 
unarticulated approach as theories-in-use, which they 
compare to “espoused theories” that are the official and 
more idealized description of work (Argyris & Schön 
1996). 
We have for many years been involved in the 
participatory design field and bringing up this rhetoric 
within that research community would be to kick in 
open doors. However, when participatory design lately 
has moved from a workplace focus towards engagement 
in multiple public spheres and we have started to 
collaborate across organizational and community 
borders and multiple sites, the complexity of 
collaboration has increased (Björgvinsson et al. 2010, 
2012). This multifaceted continuously evolving 
“collaboration matrix” constantly brings up different 
views on innovation, policies and projects and makes it 
once more important for us to challenge the still 
hegemonic management narrative on innovation and 
most often also acknowledge the importance of informal 
strategies. What can you agree upon in these emerging 
collaborations or do you need to? What could be the 
consensus or do you need any? How can you navigate in 
a plurality of innovation policies and local practices? 
We will in this paper elaborate these questions by 
discussing how we have explored innovation (or rather 
alternative future making) through Malmö Living Labs 
and tried to move beyond a precisely defined and well-
planned project construction into more open-ended 
explorations together with heterogeneous stakeholders. 
Although striving for long term working relations rather 
than pre-defined projects we have encountered not only 
an ecology of people, artefacts and processes that we try 
to bring into artful integration (Suchman 2004), but also 
an ecology of ongoing projects that we try to merge into 
something coherent and multiply meaningful. The cases 
we will discuss have been situated in the intersection 
between our Malmö Living Labs activities, the 
European funded project Peripheria, the city of Malmö’s 
projects Climate smart living and Sustainable cities as 
well as in the intersection of Living Labs, social 
innovation, participatory design and public 
management. 
BACKGROUND 
In contemporary innovation strategies some 
cornerstones for successful environments have gained 
increased attention. Firstly, we can observe how the 
understanding of participation as foundational for 
successful contemporary innovation strategies has been 
increasingly spread far beyond the participatory design 
community. Likewise the notions of design, “design 
thinking” and human-centred design are seen as strong 
drivers in innovation processes. Finally, the role of new 
media, and the way new media can pave way for 
inclusive participation models have been seen as 
promising components of for example open innovation. 
These expectations on ‘open innovation’ imply to not 
just the industry but also to the ways government and 
other institutions work and collaborate with society 
(Chesbrough et al. 2006). 
 
In Malmö, with a base at the university we are heavily 
engaged in experiments within this field, and have 
conducted a long number of research innovations and 
projects in collaboration with external partners from the 
industry, the public sector, NGOs, academia among 
others. In this work methods and ideas from 
Participatory Design, Social Innovation and Living Labs 
have been foundational frames for setting up 
partnerships and collaboration projects between a 
diverse set of actors. While some of these activities are 
project-based or have had the character of more free-
standing research experiments, a major focus has also 
been how to build resilient networks and long-standing 
relationships. An integral and important part of building 
such "networks of design" is the actual network of 
living people and organizations. In many cases such 
networks hoover around a specific project, dealing with 
specific issues. A Living Lab approach can however 
also build longstanding relations to stakeholders without 
having a specific project in mind, instead trying to 
localize innovative potential among communities and 
people. It becomes an issue to, not only understand the 
everyday practices and needs among stakeholders, but 
also to build a mutual trust that extends beyond specific 
project activities. Malmö Living Labs is a cluster of 
community driven living labs situated in Malmö in the 
south of Sweden with three nodes; the STAGE, 
FABRIKEN and the NEIGHBOURHOOD. Although 
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different in orientation and geographical locations, they 
are all based on participatory- and user-driven design 
and innovation activities and of central importance in 
the work; they all grow out of social movements. Cases 
discussed in this paper come chiefly from activities 
based on The Neighbourhood lab work, and especially 
in the participation in the EU funded Periphèria project.  
DESIGN AND OPEN-ENDED EXPLORATIONS 
It’s a myth that projects have clear boundaries and strict 
timelines and they never start from scratch (Blomberg 
2003). When Periphèria started we had already through 
Living Lab the Neighbourhood been involved in some 
small–scale explorations driven from a citizens and 
community perspective. Through these we had engaged 
with diverse NGOs in design activities to explore the 
potential of social innovation and collaborative services. 
This work was mainly focused on a specific 
neighbourhood Rosengård in Malmö that is 
characterized by a large population of immigrants from 
other countries. The district has been reported as having 
a lot of social problems, being an area of conflict, a tight 
population, high unemployment rates and the highest 
child poverty in Sweden. This image is also contrasted 
by many and the area has a huge variety of creative 
movements, many of a grass root character. The focus 
on this area as well as most of our ongoing activities, 
networks and stakeholders was brought into Periphèria. 
The collaboration with the City of Malmö started a short 
time before Periphèria entered the scene and it started 
because some civil servants on key positions at the 
environmental department and the central city office 
found out about our design driven urban explorations 
and contacted us. One was responsible for a huge EU-
funded project called “Sustainable cities” that aimed at 
renewing Rosengård towards sustainability. Another 
was in charge of the “Area based program”, an initiative 
that by using new approaches focused on economic and 
social recovery on four urban areas of which Rosengård 
was one. Without signing any contracts or agreements 
we tried to see how we could find shared interests and a 
way of working together. Crucial to mention, was also 
that we quite soon realized that these civil servants and 
we shared some common values and interests in 
exploring new ways of working. 
THE AREA-BASED PROGRAM 
The civil servant responsible for the “Area-based 
program” expressed a huge interest in social innovation 
and design and at first it seemed as this could be a great 
opportunity for collaboration. However it would turn 
out that this would not be an easy achievement. 
Although the head of the organisation (and others) 
promoted Medea at Malmö University as a 
collaborating partner and the basic principle behind the 
organisation would be open collaborative formats with 
design inspired approaches, it would turn out that some 
key civil servants where reluctant to collaborate with us. 
Trying to do an inquiry into why this was the case and 
what we could do to overcome it would turn out to be 
hard. Also the whole notion of design was not very well 
received by many and turned out to pose several 
challenges; one of them regarded the design vocabulary. 
To deal with this, one of our colleagues together with a 
group of civil servants (that promoted collaboration) did 
a serious effort to re-formulate the vocabulary so it 
would fit the municipal language and culture using 
phrases such as: The empathic perspective! 
Collaborative problem formulation! Test early and test 
again! Despite this effort, it turned out to be hard to 
have the Area based program as a shared platform that 
we could work from. However, we could continue our 
work by collaborating with Sustainable cities, but these 
two municipal projects were deeply entangled which 
potentially would endanger our opportunities to 
collaborate constructively.   
SUSTAINABLE CITIES 
Although we shared the core values of “Sustainable 
cities” (increasing sustainability), the majority of the 
planned activities regarded investment in new physical 
infrastructure such as a new ecological housing stock 
and a new train station, nothing of this was easy to 
connect to our ongoing interest in local communities. 
One of the subprojects, “The path”, that aimed at 
enhancing public space in Rosengård and create a better 
connection between the city center and Rosengård 
through new public meeting places and activity areas, 
seemed as a better starting point for collaboration. 
It was during this phase the lab also joined Periphèria 
where researchers and citizens from five European 
“smart cities” experiment together to promote 
sustainable lifestyles. The project aims to unleash the 
potential of Future Internet and Internet of Things to 
bring about the transformational shift in urban 
structures, lifestyles and work styles required to reach 
economic, social, environmental and cultural 
sustainability. This occurs through the Living Lab-like 
co-design and co-creation of specific city infrastructures 
and patterns of behaviour driven by Future Internet 
possibilities such as Social Networks, Web 2.0, sensed 
and geo-referenced data, Serious Games, etc. Our focus 
in this paper is not the designs themselves, but rather 
how our interaction with the Malmö Municipality and 
other actors that have been involved in the collaborative 
design. We got a formal contract and commitment from 
the leading managers at the environmental department 
that they would collaborate with Periphèria. However 
several of the concepts and the vocabulary behind 
Periphèria such as “Internet of Things”, Living Labs, 
didn’t seem to make sense for the civil servants. Still we 
thought it would be good to somehow connect this 
framework.  
Compared to the Area-based program the attitude 
towards collaboration was much more open and when 
we started we did it on very informal grounds without 
formal agreements and detailed plans. We participated 
in each other’s workshops and we tried to make use of 
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each other’s networks and collectively mobilize 
competences. From our Living Lab networks we 
brought in RGRA and Herrgårds Women association, 
two NGOs we had collaborated with previously. We 
also brought in two interaction design companies, 
Unsworn Industries and Do-Fi, and successfully 
convinced the municipality that new technology and 
interaction design potentially could strengthen their 
efforts to establish new public meeting places. 
Something that led to that the municipality did a 
“creative” public procurement to hire their services 
(elaborated more below).  
The environment department brought in the Girls 
Association and connected us to the Street office and to 
the local municipality of Rosengård. They also 
connected us to another project, EU project CLICC - 
Climate Living in Cities Concept and yet two other civil 
servants. This project was strongly related to 
Sustainable Hilda, which is a housing cooperative in 
Rosengård with 768 apartments and approximately 2000 
people that have decided to invest in a sustainable 
approach when renovating their buildings (Investing in 
solar energy, taking care of day water etc.). We had 
already been involved with Sustainable Hilda in our 
previous work and had some difficulties to get sustained 
engagement from the residents, but joining forces with 
the civil servants in CLICC would prove to be very 
valuable and seriously strengthen the range of what we 
could achieve.  
Being a rather ordinary background section, describing 
the projects and actors that form the source of data for 
our reflections, the above section reveals a complex web 
of entangled projects, agendas, aspirations, actors and 
interests, to which many innovation researchers are 
familiar. In fact overviewing all aspects of the network 
turns out to be similar to the nested Russian matryoshka 
dolls; unveiling one dimension you find another one, 
which in its own term contains a series of others, of 
which some remain invisible. It can be illustrated in the  
figures below.  
 
 
 
Figure 1: Matryoshka dolls: Who we are when we approach the 
others. 
As researchers we are based in and move between two 
different institutions: Medea-Collaborative Media 
Institute and the School of Art and Communication. 
Within MEDEA our work is focused around Malmö 
Living Labs and especially within The Neighbourhood 
Lab. The Lab hosts the Periphèria project, which 
collaborates with the Environmental department that in 
turn hosts Sustainable cities, The Path and CLICC. (Not 
to once more mention all methodological approaches 
and all the other collaborating stakeholders such as 
NGOs and business partners). 
 
 
Figure 2: The network base of actors for the Neighbourhood Living 
Lab when entering the Periphèria project. 
From this "angle" the network seems fairly manageable 
and we can see some clear boundaries between actors, 
projects, business partners, NGOs and the municipality. 
But as innovation activities proceed specific processes, 
sub-projects and alliances are formed. 
 
 
Figure 3: A specific set of actors gets engaged in the Activity Place 
and The Path project. 
In parallel, at the same time and with partially 
overlapping people, other alliances and sub-projects are 
instantiated. Both researchers and municipality officers 
can have different roles in these formations and over 
time people also move around, ending up in another 
project or sectors of the municipality. These networks 
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movements are important for the long-term relation 
building. 
 
 
Figure 4: Individuals with sometimes fixed positions in the network, 
but at times "floating around". 
ON ROLES AND PLANNING; SOME 
PARTICIPATING VOICES 
Eventually all this informal collaboration has produced 
many tangible results; a set of energy meters for the 
residents in Hilda with an accompanying data portal, a 
mobile installation for opinion expressing using SMS 
and imagery, a public "Shared Boom box" and an open 
geo-data app for smartphones. These are prototypes, but 
perhaps having even more potential is a large cluster of 
developed ideas and concepts that can be taken further 
by any actor in the network into new alliances and 
projects. Looking back, very few of the activities that 
led to these results could have been planned or even 
foreseen. 
During a joint workshop and following up discussions 
when we, the municipality and interaction design 
companies summed up and discussed the process the 
civil servants made a lot of interesting statements that in 
different ways related to informal processes and a 
complexity narrative on innovation. 
First of all the process was regarded as successful. The 
following quotes were voiced by municipality officers 
taking part. 
“What’s most interesting is the process. I wouldn’t hesitate 
to repeat this collaboration and process! We have no 
assignment to develop new ways of working for the 
municipality, but I wish we could have it.”  
“Collaborating in this very informal way is not that 
common. Both partners have a very positive attitude, which 
makes it work.”  
“Co-production has got a more prominent position through 
this work.” 
Transcript 1: Municipality officers' voices from the workshop. 
Most agreed on the necessity of having flexible work 
plans and allocation of resources for co-design 
activities, and that the more formal structures actually 
had to be bypassed: 
“The reason this has been a success is that we have 
trespassed administrative boarders and moved out from our 
roles and comfort zones. Rules and administration are not 
adapted to handle this kind of process. If you have to well 
defined and clear roles you also get stuck.” 
“If we would formalise more, it would become clearer what 
effort and responsibility you could expect, but it would also 
become harder to move beyond the strict project 
boundaries and it would limit our opportunities.” 
“Quite a lot of urban development is situated in 
transdisciplinary constellations, sociologists, architects etc. 
Precise framings for how constellations are set up do not 
really exist, it is very much "trying out" who will 
collaborate. This is a unique project with flows of people 
and new ways of thinking are called for.” 
Transcript 2: Municipality officers' voices from the workshop. 
The collaboration worked despite very different goals. It 
was not seen as disturbing with a multitude of agendas 
and it was recognized that this actually is the case also 
in an organization that is often perceived as being 
homogenous. 
“Regarding shared goals and indicators we have different 
perspectives also within the municipality. The street office 
has their view. The environmental office on their side view 
project outcomes from the perspective of Sustainable cities 
and the inherent goals in that project.” 
“We have never discussed common goals or visions.” 
Transcript 3: Municipality officers' voices from the workshop. 
Interesting project results often emerge outside the 
scope of the project. Such added value should be 
identified and worked upon. 
“It can sometimes be valuable to show results that are 
beyond or outside predefined projects goals. One example 
is the collaboration with Kryddgårdsskolan (local school) 
that I often put forward although the school not was 
supposed to be a part of the project.” 
“But it takes more time and resources than we actually 
have and therefore we have to report added value.”  
Transcript 4: Municipality officers' voices from the workshop. 
 
Also in the process of creative procurement that 
initiated some of the collaboration a lot of sensitive 
issues emerged that calls for an informal approach. The 
municipality had recently got a lot of negative media 
attention for unclear procurement. Still the civil servants 
where interested in involving the competences of the 
specific interaction design companies we brought in and 
not only order a finished solution but rather order an 
open explorative process that could produce many 
creative ideas. This couldn’t have been planned 
beforehand (they would never have gotten permission to 
do it), also the open-ended way of working is very far 
from the standards within the municipality.  
As said by a senior officer from the public 
administration in charge of the Path project; 
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“These are unique products, which we have no experience 
of......why should it be so hard to explain this uniqueness 
and that other more creative procurement models can be 
used. Standardization is problematic when procuring and 
developing such products.” 
Transcript 5: Senior officer from the public administration in charge 
of the Path project. 
One the one hand this quote addresses how an 
alternative way of working against municipality 
policies, the creative procurement that in several aspects 
went beyond existing policies. On the other hand it also 
implied how the officers tried out a new role taking part 
in co-design instead of the more common model 
"analyze-decide-procure". 
DISCUSSION 
How do we make sense of this entanglement, and how 
can we constructively work against joint goals, when it 
becomes apparent that the goals in most cases only 
overlap partially? It is from this angle that we might see 
"joint goals" as a kind of boundary objects, not 
completely aligned, but "common enough". Many 
expectations on "toolboxes" and transferable 
methodologies for engaging and sustaining networks are 
voiced from innovation actors, but for many action-
based researchers that seems like an immense challenge.  
FORMALIZING RELATIONS? 
Within the discourses of open innovation and Living 
Labs methodologies the issues of formalizing 
relationships, roles and responsibilities have been 
highlighted by many as being central. For example, 
Mulder et al. highlight how governance deals with the 
organization of the Living Lab as a whole and the 
interaction between its members, and how that 
organization is key to user-involvement (Mulder et al. 
2011). Examples are commitments and responsibilities 
of the members, financial arrangements for the joint 
infrastructures as well as mutual arrangement in respect 
to using each other’s technologies and services.  
 
However, we have also seen how the opposite; not 
having specific governance or control mechanisms can 
create a liberal space for collaboration where traditional 
roles and ways of working can be contested and tried 
out in alternative ways. We argue that open innovation, 
perhaps especially in relation to development of new 
policies, must include such "free-zones", where 
experimentation does not only address innovation of 
products and services, but in similar ways permits 
public sector officers and other actors to try out 
alternative ways of "doing what they do". In this way it 
becomes possible to include organizational change and 
democratic aspects. 
 
Other research disciplines, such as social sciences and 
political science, articulate conceptions of governance 
that more relates to democratic aspects than the business 
biased ones. Combining democratic aspirations with 
business models and technological innovation increases 
complexity even further, and it becomes less clear how 
rigid methodologies and toolbox-thinking will be 
constructive. For example Sørensen and Torfing 
observe how networks, in contrast to institutions, are 
dynamic entities constructed differently, contingently, 
and continuously, and there cannot be a tool kit for 
managing them (Sørensen & Torfing 2007). Likewise 
Borgason and Zølner address how, in networked 
governance a flexible research design is desirable 
because the roles are not clear (Borgason & Zølner 
2007).  
 
From an action science perspective Chris Argyris claims 
that “Action science must devise some process (1) that 
will allow participants to make explicit the data they 
select and the meanings they impose and (2) that will 
enable them to negotiate the differences in meaning that 
arise so that they might reach agreement” (Argyris 
1985, pp. 237). Our research in general cannot be said 
to rest on design as problem solving. It is rather an issue 
of creating spaces of possibilities for change. The two 
perspectives intertwine in as much as that there is a 
focus on specific practice. Our understanding of practice 
is that it concerns both an established and specific 
context of doings and also the common understanding 
that permeates the doing in sometimes tacit ways and 
thus makes it possible. It is both activity and the 
reflection necessary for understanding it. This is a 
knowledge that must be understood socially and it is 
hard, and at times constraining, both to plan and 
formalize. Such innovation narratives are closer to the 
complex ones referred to by Mowles in the introduction. 
So we should also try to facilitate learning about change 
from within practice. The knowledge achieved should 
be relevant also for forming purposes just as much as 
achieving purposes already formed. In doing this, 
forming of purposes, the actor also enacts values. 
Answering the question “What shall I do?” gives rise to 
formulating an intentionality that might be congruent 
with the existing or it might express a deviation from 
the current normative of practice. (Argyris et al. 1985, 
pp. 36-37). Expressions of this deviation can be brought 
back by the participating officers to the organization at 
hand, in this case the municipality. This would for the 
officer be to take on a "meta-role", pushing more 
experimental ways of working. A way of working that 
calls for "free-zones" where risks can be taken and then 
evaluated before being brought back to the practice. 
BOUNDARY INFRASTRUCTURING 
If we acknowledge that we haven’t been steered by any 
detailed planning, agreements, shared goals or visions, 
what then have brought us together and helped us 
forward? One widely used and cited concept that tries to 
elaborate how complex collaboration occurs is Susan 
Leigh Star’s seminal idea of boundary objects. The 
inquiry that gave shape to the concept was spurred by 
her desire to understand how cooperation between 
heterogeneous groups at all could occur. Especially 
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because the common conception (in line with what have 
been stated in this paper) was that collaborative projects 
would need agreements and consensus between 
participants before they could start. From her empirical 
findings this was seldom the case. Consensus was 
hardly ever achieved, but still the cooperation most 
often unfolded without problems (Star 2010). One of 
her definitions of a boundary object is as follows: 
“Boundary objects are those objects that both inhabit 
several communities of practice and satisfy the informal 
requirements of each of them. Boundary objects are 
thus both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and 
constraints of the several parties employing them, yet 
robust enough to maintain a common identity across 
sites. They are weakly structured in common use and 
become strongly structured in individual-site use.” (Star 
1989, p. 297) 
According to Susan Leigh Star boundary objects emerge 
through long-term collaboration between different 
communities of practice. They demand work-arounds 
and “artful juggling” but are crucial when maintaining 
coherence across these diverse groups. 
What have been the boundary objects in our case? 
Certainly not any common project plan, goal or a digital 
platform, maybe a better suggestion would be the 
alternative potential futures of the Activity area and 
Sustainable Hilda?   
Early on the CLICC project had a strong focus on 
implementing a digital platform where residents at 
Sustainable Hilda could fill in their CO2 emissions, 
while our interests were more concerned with how 
community engagement could improve sustainable 
lifestyles. The engagement with Sustainable Hilda 
would offer both these perspectives to reside side by 
side. The same thing could be said about the Activity 
area, where we have seen it as an entrance to technology 
development. Malmö municipality has seen it as a way 
to co-construct a new public place, The Girls 
Association as an arena for activities and RGRA as a 
place where they could promote themselves.  
When networks of stable boundary objects emerge you 
get “boundary infrastructures” that “do the work that is 
required to keep things moving along” (Bowker & Star 
2000, p. 313). We have in other papers (Björgvinsson et 
al. 2010, 2012, Hillgren et al. 2011; also influenced by 
Susan Leigh Star and Lucy Suchman) argued for an 
“infrastructuring" approach to innovation that allows a 
more on going and open-ended infrastructure to evolve, 
both regarding constellations, who will participate, and 
questions and issues, what to explore and how to do it. 
It is characterized by a continuous process of building 
relations with diverse actors and by a flexible allotment 
of time and resources. This more organic approach to 
innovation facilitates the emergence of possibilities 
along the way and tries to make use of the creative 
potential in the heterogeneous city, where serendipity 
could play a role and unexpected and exiting 
combinations of people could become productive 
through a continuous matchmaking process 
(Björgvinsson et al. 2010, 2012).  
With “boundary infrastructuring” we gain a long-term 
stable but continuously evolving process that allows 
multiplicity and heterogeneous elements and 
stakeholders to participate, being member in and move 
between diverse communities of practice/life worlds. 
How can this help us to move forward on a practical 
level? It makes it more clear for us that we do not need 
any formal agreements or detailed plans. Actually we 
can’t formalize agreements between our institutions 
(except on a very high level where it wouldn’t make 
sense) because being matryoshka dolls and having 
multiple memberships where we move between 
different institutions throughout our collaborations 
makes it impossible to know exactly what entity we 
represent at any specific moment. 
By acknowledging boundary infrastructuring as the 
strongest common frame we also bring vagueness and 
uncertainty up explicitly as desired qualities that we can 
agree on. Something that fits very well with a statement 
from one of the collaborating civil servants: “We have 
to be clear and explicit about vagueness and shared 
responsibilities.” We also need a culture that allows this 
vagueness and ambiguity to occur. It has turned out that 
there are very different attitudes towards this in the 
municipality. Although the environmental department 
has no policy document that describes how to work. The 
civil servants we are collaborating with from that 
department all agree that they have a lot of freedom to 
collaboratively explore and make experiments in 
uncertain areas. As we could see in the section about the 
Area program this has not been the case in all 
departments (even if it was promoted from the head of 
the program). But we believe that the most important is 
to keep up an ongoing interaction where we can get to 
know what’s going on in each other’s sites on a regular 
basis. When we can see common interests or matches 
we will try to support each other or join forces. A lot of 
this interaction will be on a person-to-person basis, 
something that could be seen as vulnerable. However, 
we explicitly aim for redundancy were its more than one 
person in each organization that are involved in the 
collaborations and this will make up a boundary 
infrastructure that is stable enough. 
After some years of joint informal explorations of how 
to improve urban life, we see boundary infrastructuring 
as the most stable construction and valuable framework 
for a long-term collaboration that are beyond any single 
project.  
CONCLUSIONS 
We started out by referring to Mowles categorical 
distinction between two opposing innovation narratives; 
a "managerial" one, arguing for firm control of 
planning, distinct roles among actors and goals that are 
agreed upon. By contrast, we have reported how our 
work rather supports the opposite "complexity" 
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narrative, where roles and project boundaries are blurred 
and in which consensus can be only partial. Also being 
“matryoshka dolls” and having multiple memberships 
makes it hard to set up any meaningful formal 
agreements between us and the other institutions. 
Instead the strategy has been to more informally align to 
ongoing initiatives. By going into joint experiments, 
sharing risks and responsibilities and keeping up the 
working relations for longer periods of time, we have 
seen how mutual learning and trust has emerged 
between partners in the network forming a basis for 
more sustainable networks. 
From the perspectives of participatory design and 
action-research we turned to the concept of boundary 
infrastructuring for reflecting on how this way of 
working can make sense for the participatory innovation 
discourse. We have argued that with a strong boundary 
infrastructuring process an informal and flexible 
practice can get more space to flourish. However, 
bringing forward an informal approach is not the same 
as letting everything loose, and although this is not a 
traditional managements approach, it is still very hard 
work (often patch work). In this work we spend a lot of 
time to be as close as possible to the diverse 
stakeholders’ shifting needs, allowing a flexible work 
plan and allocation of resources for co-design activities 
when they make the most sense to them. If we can get 
these activities to make sense within their everyday 
work they will continue to be engaged.  
Today, we feel quite comfortable with our relation to 
the municipality and other stakeholders and the present 
and future horizon for collaboration looks promising, 
very much because we have dared to work very far out 
in the informal landscape.  
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ABSTRACT 
This paper examines broad-based innovation 
policy in practice, focusing on the ‘Liideri – 
Business, Productivity and Joy at Work’ 
programme (2012–18) of Tekes to promote 
employee-driven innovation (EDI). This is used as 
an example on how workplace development can be 
integrated as part of the broad-based innovation 
policy context. The paper starts by clarifying the 
concept of EDI. Thereafter, it tracks down the 
relationships of EDI with two underlying policy 
discourses, the tradition of industrial relations-
based workplace development and technology-
oriented innovation policy. This is followed by a 
presentation of the Liideri programme and its 
conceptual framework for promoting EDI. The 
paper suggests that in publicly funded programmes 
the promotion of EDI needs to be closely 
interwoven with the development of management. 
INTRODUCTION 
Finland generally places near the top of international 
comparisons of innovation activities and systems (Dutta 
2012; European Commission 2012; OECD 2012). Back 
in the early 1990s, Finland was the first country in the 
world to adopt a framework for science and technology 
policy that was based on systematic adoption of the 
concept of a national innovation system (Miettinen 
2002). However, criticism of the framework’s strong 
and one-sided orientation towards technological 
innovations and domination by engineering and natural 
sciences began to increase in the 2000s. In response to 
the criticism, the Ministry of Trade and Industry 
appointed in 2007 a high-level group to draw up a 
proposal for a national innovation strategy. The group 
submitted a proposal for a new kind of ‘broad-based 
innovation policy’ (Aho et al. 2008). The central idea of 
the proposal involved expanding the target of 
innovation policy to give more significance to non-
technological innovations and increasing the joint 
impacts of technological and non-technological 
innovations. The proposal also placed greater emphasis 
on the role of customers, users, ordinary employees and 
communities of different kinds in innovation. The 
Government approved the central recommendations of 
the strategy proposal in October 2008.  
However, some international experts have suggested 
that Finland has not progressed very far in its new 
innovation thinking. Sabel and Saxenian (2008) argue 
that in key industries Finnish companies have focused 
too heavily on development paths that were successful 
in the past and on incremental process innovations at the 
expense of other types of innovations. An international 
evaluation considers the content of the new innovation 
policy to still be fuzzy, vague and potentially even ‘too 
broad’ (Veugelers et al. 2009). In Nordic comparisons, 
Finland especially trails Denmark with regard to user-
driven innovation (Bisgaard and Høgenhaven 2010) and 
human resources-related framework conditions of 
innovation (Krarup et al. 2009).  
It is possible that the technology and system-oriented 
but narrow perspective on innovations adopted in 
Finland has also in part acted as a barrier to employees’ 
participation in innovation. Thus, the observations 
outlined above and analyses based on the Eurofound’s 
European working conditions studies (Lorenz and 
Lundvall 2011; Valeyre et al. 2009) indicate that 
employees’ participation in development and innovation 
has in Finland more commonly occurred within the 
framework of lean thinking – i.e. governed by 
standardisation, strict quality criteria and within rather 
narrow limits set by management – than, for example, in 
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Sweden or Denmark. In addition to differences in the 
focus and content of innovation policy, the above 
differences among Nordic countries can be explained by 
the fact that the tradition of developing work 
organisations by means of socio-technical or ‘human-
centred’ approaches as opposed to lean thinking is 
thinner on the ground in Finland than in other Nordic 
countries (Gustavsen 2007). 
This paper examines broad-based innovation policy in 
practice, focusing on the Finnish ‘Liideri – Business, 
Productivity and Joy at Work’ programme (2012–18) of 
the Finnish innovation funding agency Tekes to 
promote employee-driven innovation (EDI). This is 
used as an example of a means of integrating workplace 
development into the new concept of innovation policy. 
We consider this case especially interesting – not only 
because Finland is usually ranked as one of the leading-
edge countries in Europe owing to her systematic 
innovation policy approach (see above) – but also 
because Finland has gained a reputation as one of the 
leading countries in Europe in workplace development 
in the 2000s as well (Eeckelaert et al. 2012).  
THE EMPLOYEE IN NEW INNOVATION 
MODELS 
In recent years, innovation research has focused on 
finding new models that would allow companies to 
speed up their innovation activities and make better use 
of diverse types of knowledge in support of these 
activities. Discussion on the new models has also 
highlighted a more active and diverse role in 
development and innovation for the ordinary 
employees. Well-known new concepts with a focus on 
this aspect include ‘high-involvement innovation’ 
(Bessant 2003), ‘employee-driven innovation’ (Høyrup 
2012; Kesting and Ulhøi 2010) and ‘practice-based 
innovation’ (Harmaakorpi and Melkas 2012).  
The role of ordinary employees contained in the new 
models differs fundamentally from traditional 
Tayloristic view. The heart of Tayloristic doctrine has 
been divorce of planning and doing, fragmentation of 
work tasks, and minimisation of skill requirements and 
job-learning time (Littler 1982). Regarding the role of 
employees, the new models include similarities, but also 
differences, in comparison with the lean thinking. The 
central difference between lean and Tayloristic thinking 
can be considered the elimination of the strict line 
between planning and doing so that employees and their 
teams in lean production are given responsibility for 
continuous development. Lean thinking can be 
characterised as ‘democratic Taylorism’, in which use 
of development methods and tools is taught and 
responsibility for development delegated from lower 
and middle management and specific support functions 
to teams at the operative level. The guiding principle of 
lean thinking is standardisation of working methods and 
procedures. Standardisation serves as a foundation for 
their collective application in teams, their continuous 
improvement and the subsequent learning as well as for 
disseminating ‘best practices’ based on these methods 
and procedures throughout the organisation. However, 
the planning ideology of lean thinking does not differ 
from Taylorism in its view of the content of operative 
tasks. In lean thinking, breaking tasks down into small 
entities is often justified for reasons of standardisation 
and the opportunities for collective learning and 
continuous improvement. The starting point for lean 
thinking is the idea that employees’ motivation or job 
satisfaction does not so much come from ‘enriched’, 
varied or diverse work but from the opportunity to do 
work in a productive manner and contribute to the 
collective problem solving required by this process 
(Adler and Cole 1993; Womack and Jones 1996).  
Lean thinking primarily approaches the employees’ role 
in development and innovation from the perspective of 
production management principles and techniques. With 
regard to new innovation models, high-involvement 
innovation (HII) approaches the employees’ role from 
the perspective of learning theories. Its central 
theoretical framework is a resource-based view of the 
organisation. The basic idea of HII is that an 
organisation can develop its abilities in a systematic 
manner and develop into a learning organisation. 
Bessant (2003) differentiates between eight of key 
abilities, all of which are associated with the ability of 
the organisation and its personnel to continuously 
improve organisational activities. In particular, the 
model emphasises the importance of the personnel’s 
involvement at all levels of the organisation. The 
personnel’s role in development is not limited to 
incremental innovations; rather, as the organisation’s 
ability of continuous improvement develops, the ability 
of the organisation and its personnel to also produce 
radical innovations is expected to increase.  
Employee-driven innovation (EDI) is a broader umbrella 
concept that is not as closely linked to a specific 
theoretical view as HII. Rather than being a 
management or organisation-driven concept to the same 
extent as lean thinking or HII, EDI makes employees’ 
internal desire for creativity, learning and development 
a starting point. At a general level, EDI refers to active 
and systematic participation of employees in ideation, 
innovating and renewing of products and services and 
ways of producing them, with a view to creating new 
solutions that add value to customers. Within this 
generic definition, Høyrup (2012) has more specifically 
identified EDI processes on three different levels. In its 
least institutionalised form, EDI refers to self-organised 
(continuous) remaking of jobs and activities. Employees 
plan and implement solutions that help them solve 
work-related challenges and problems in a creative 
manner that is productive for the entire organisation. 
The second level is (fully) employee-driven innovation 
that produces solutions that arise from employees’ self-
initiated ideation and are both recognised and 
acknowledged by the management. The most 
institutionalised level is employee-involving innovation. 
This refers to solutions based on commissions by 
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management, customers or various stakeholders in 
which the employees have actively participated.  
Practice-based innovation (PBI) is an umbrella concept 
in the same manner as EDI. Its roots lie in discussion on 
the differences between different methods of knowledge 
creation in innovation research. Harmaakorpi and 
Melkas (2012) use the term ‘practice-based innovation’ 
for innovations that arise by means of learning by doing, 
using and interacting (DUI) for which the starting point 
is practical problems observed by actors with diverse 
competence (Mode 2), as opposed to science or 
technology development (STI). The writers further 
divide practice-based innovations according to whether 
they are typically based on interaction and co-operation 
between organisations (DUI/Mode 2a) or interaction and 
co-operation within an organisation (DUI/Mode 2b). In 
the latter type in particular, employees play a central 
role. The key requirement for ensuring that employees 
have a significant role in innovation activities is the 
elimination of organisational “silos” that prevent 
interaction and co-operation. In the DUI/Mode 2b 
format, the focus is especially on organisational and 
other social innovations and service innovations.  
The approaches diverge from each other not only in 
terms of theoretical rationale and their central 
innovativeness factors but also in their management 
rhetoric. Lean thinking is more clearly based on a 
rational management rhetoric that emphasises the 
importance of production management, explicit 
knowledge and standardised operational processes. With 
regard to management rhetoric, PBI differs most clearly 
from lean thinking in that it stresses a perspective that 
emphasises the importance of normative management 
thinking, work community factors and tacit knowledge.  
EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION IN DIFFERENT 
POLICY DISCOURSES 
Employee participation has long been a central theme in 
workplace development and working life research 
(Crouch and Heller 1983; Garibaldo and Telljohann 
2010). It can be divided into representative participation 
by employee representatives, works councils or other 
similar organs and direct participation by ordinary 
employees. Representative participation can be related 
to issues that concern several employees, covering in 
some cases the whole company. Direct participation 
usually focuses on individual employees’ or teams’ own 
immediate work tasks, work organisation and working 
conditions in the form of consultation or delegation. In 
workplace development that originates from the 
industrial relations (IR) framework, representative 
participation in particular, but also direct participation, 
has been examined from the viewpoint of the 
employees’ right to participate in decision-making and 
to be heard or at least informed in addition to the 
viewpoint of the benefits gained by the companies. 
Underlying the ‘benefit aspect’ has been a constructivist 
view. According to it, the role of employee participation 
is not to ensure frictionless adoption of a ready-made set 
of ‘high-performance work practices’, but to help 
companies implement collaboratively constructed 
changes for the improvement of productivity and the 
quality of working life (Alasoini 2011).  
In industrial policy or traditional, science and 
technology-oriented innovation policy, the participation 
of employees has typically not been made an issue in 
any way. If direct or representative participation has 
been discussed at all, it may have been seen as a method 
of overcoming resistance by employees and making 
them commit to the adoption of new solutions, 
developed jointly by the management and different 
experts. In new broad-based innovation policy 
discourse, a growing interest in agile, open and 
distributed innovation models has increased interest also 
in the role of ordinary employees, leading to a more 
versatile view on employee participation.  
In the new discourse, employees’ active role in 
innovation is regarded as an increasingly important 
competitive factor to companies for at least three 
reasons: firstly, market changes will take place faster 
and they will become more difficult to predict. Being 
able to react to changes rapidly requires continuous 
feedback from customers and users. Employees working 
at the customer interface have an important role in 
producing this information. Secondly, the economy will 
become networked. Due to networking and outsourcing, 
producing innovations will be increasingly spread out 
within the business field from big corporations to 
smaller businesses that do not have the same kind of 
specialised R&D personnel as larger companies. They 
have to innovate by encouraging their ordinary 
employees to participate on a broad front. Thirdly, the 
skills and competencies of employees will improve. The 
general level of education and know-how of employees 
has improved and companies employ more and more 
people with the ability to see larger entities and 
participate in solving even complex problems. Many 
employees already perform knowledge-intensive work 
that essentially includes problem-solving.  
The rationale of employee participation in the form of 
EDI, promoted as part of a broad-based innovation 
policy, differs from both the rationale of traditional IR-
based workplace development and the rationale of 
traditional, technology-oriented innovation activities. 
The new rationale ‘exceeds’ the traditional IR-based 
viewpoint concerning employee participation by giving 
significant importance to broad employee participation 
in development and innovation and making it a key 
success factor in businesses where fast renewal and 
innovation are central competitive factors. The new 
rationale ‘exceeds’ the viewpoint of traditional 
technology-oriented innovation activity, as well, by 
giving significant importance to broad employee 
participation in development and innovation, not as a 
method of persuasion, but as a factor for generating 
collective learning and reinforcing a sense of 
inclusiveness among ordinary employees in connection 
with rapid changes in the workplace (see below). 
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THE LIIDERI PROGRAMME IN A NUTSHELL 
In 2012, Tekes launched a new programme, entitled 
‘Liideri – Business, Productivity and Joy at Work’. 
Liideri is a programme for the development of business, 
in which companies renew their operations through 
developing management and forms of working and 
actively utilising the skills and competencies of their 
personnel. On the one hand, Liideri is a follow-up 
programme to the previous national workplace 
development programme, in which more than 1,800 
development projects were funded in Finnish 
workplaces between 1996 and 2010. On the other hand, 
the purpose of Liideri is to be a ‘next-generation’ 
workplace development programme that represents an 
approach in keeping with a broad-based innovation 
policy (Alasoini 2012). At the project level, this means, 
first and foremost, an interconnecting link between 
traditional objectives and targets in the development of 
working life, such as work productivity, quality of 
working life and well-being at work, and a link between 
them and corresponding objectives and targets in the 
development of products, services and business 
operations. The programme aims to produce 
management and organisational practices that renew 
business activities and working life, as part of a broader 
national workplace development strategy co-ordinated 
by the Ministry of Employment and the Economy.  
Liideri has three focus areas. The first of them is 
management 2.0. This concept refers to management 
principles, processes and practices, which help an 
organisation to promote the initiative, creativity and 
innovation potential of personnel, with a view to 
achieving competitive edge based on them. The second 
focus area concerns employee-driven innovation, using 
the framework presented by Høyrup (2012) as a starting 
point. Thus, ‘employee-driven innovation’ in Liideri is a 
much broader concept than, for example, ‘direct 
participation’ aimed at one’s own work duties and work 
environment or ‘continuous improvement’ taking place 
within limits specified by the management and aimed at 
incremental innovations. Liideri supports research, 
development and dissemination of information on 
management processes and forms of work organisation 
and working, which promote EDI in Finnish 
workplaces. The third focus area concerns new ways of 
working. This concept refers to work, which transcends 
the boundaries of time-honoured temporal, spatial and 
organisational patterns and forms of work, or which in 
some other recognised way embody principles of 
management 2.0.  
The primary target group in Liideri consists of SMEs, 
which pursue growth from the innovation-derived 
competitive edge of their business activities, utilising 
and developing preconditions for active and systematic 
participation of their personnel in innovation and 
development. Other kinds of companies and public 
organisations can also receive funding for projects that 
show high innovative value and can act as important 
sources of ideation and inspiration for other 
organisations. The projects should aim at extensive 
renewal of their ways of operation, build on networking 
and also permit other organisations to have access to the 
key results of their projects. Consultants and (action) 
researchers work in projects supporting companies.  
The aim is to get at least 300 companies or other 
organisations to launch programme-funded projects, of 
which at least 70% should bring about clear and 
measurable improvements in productivity and well-
being at work. In addition, the aim is for at least 1,000 
companies or other organisations to make use of the 
programme services or gain concrete benefits from the 
programme for running their own activities.  
FRAMEWORK FOR PROMOTING 
EMPLOYEE-DRIVEN INNOVATION 
As demonstrated above, EDI is not a management or 
organisation-driven concept to the same extent as lean 
thinking or HII. However, this does not mean that it 
doesn’t require strong management support (Hansen et 
al. 2012; Høyrup 2012; Kesting and Ulhøi 2010). It 
could even be assumed that successful EDI requires 
change that extends all the way to the principles of 
management, as called for by Hamel (2007), for 
example. This view is also the starting point for the 
Liideri programme’s conceptual framework for 
promoting EDI. We examine briefly the factors enabling 
EDI, the process of EDI and the impacts of EDI 
separately in the following three subsections. 
FACTORS ENABLING EMPLOYEE-DRIVEN 
INNOVATION  
Management principles refer to fundamental 
assumptions or beliefs that guide management 
concerning the basic nature of people, what motivates 
people and what makes them perform well (cf. 
Birkinshaw 2010: 36–37). The fundamental questions 
include the extent to which people can be trusted, the 
amount of power and responsibility they can be given, 
and the extent to which people can be motivated by 
means of purely financial vs. other kinds of incentives. 
A business environment in which companies 
increasingly compete with the competitive advantages 
arising from innovations in their business requires 
different principles for managing people than those 
needed in mass production based on standardisation, 
stability, specialisation and exploiting economies of 
scale. Hamel (2012) has proposed that management in 
the future should be based on the same values as its 
central technology architecture – the interactive internet. 
Such values are community, transparency, freedom, 
meritocracy, openness and collaboration.  
Management processes refer to an entity of 
interconnected practices that apply to management, 
helping the organisation reach its objectives (cf. 
Birkinshaw 2010: 36–37). Organisations have generic 
management processes that are independent of the form 
of ownership, industry or business model. Different 
organisations may, however, also have specific 
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management processes that are tied to the business 
model. One of them is innovation management. 
Generally speaking, innovation management refers to 
‘such management activities that aim to enhance the 
creation and utilisation of innovations’ (Kettunen et al. 
2008: 38). One may assume that in organisations that 
seek lasting, long-term competitive advantage by 
promoting EDI, the significance of a number of 
supporting management processes to innovation 
management is emphasised. These include, in particular, 
knowledge management (e.g. how to develop the 
individual and communal knowledge and creativity of 
employees), diversity management (e.g. how to utilise 
the different knowledge and capabilities of various 
types of people), human resource management (e.g. how 
to create jointly accepted rules that support people’s 
capabilities to utilise their knowledge and creativity) 
and value management (e.g. how to create mutually 
understood and accepted values and goals that direct, 
inspire, energise and mobilise people).  
The new principles of management should also be 
reflected in the principles and practices applied to forms 
of work organisation and working and should be 
compatible with them. Such principles and practices of 
forms of work organisation and working differ in many 
ways from the standardisation, centralisation, vertical 
integration, functional differentiation and organisational 
thinking based on fragmentation of work tasks that are 
characteristic of industrial mass production. Principles 
that enhance people’s initiative, creativity and 
commitment with regard to forms of work organisation 
and working include decentralisation, self-steering, 
process-orientation, customer-orientation, emergence, 
team base, networking and agility.  
New forms of work organisation and working that are 
based on these general principles can be very different. 
Common to all of them, in particular, is the fact that 
management becomes a more shared activity and that 
work is done in a more individual ways and is more 
decentralised in terms of being done in different 
locations, at different times and with changing groups of 
people in different networks. Another important 
precondition for dissemination of new forms of work 
organisation and working is the continuous development 
of ICT-based applications. This creates new 
opportunities for digitalisation of data reserves, 
continued reduction of the cost of data and information 
processing, and increasing connectivity of various types 
of data, information, matters and functions.  
The social infrastructure of work refers to standards, 
systems or established practices that help people 
successfully handle their work tasks or solve problems 
encountered at work (Heckscher 2007). Typical 
examples of highly institutionalised social infrastructure 
of work in Finnish workplaces include quality systems, 
information systems, enterprise resource planning 
systems, reward systems, working time systems, 
occupational health and safety systems, occupational 
health care systems, and labour-management 
negotiation and co-operation systems. Furthermore, 
supervisory work, facility solutions or established 
network and co-operation relationships can also be 
considered to be corresponding social infrastructure of 
work. New ways of managing people and organising 
work also require changes in these structures. The 
difficulty in changing the social infrastructure of work, 
underestimation of its importance during changes or 
mutually conflicting steering impacts of its various 
subsystems can represent major barriers to 
organisations’ possibilities for renewal.  
Organisations can achieve values and a culture that 
support the personnel’s participation in innovation by 
means of new principles of management and the 
management processes, forms of work organisation and 
working and social infrastructure of work that reflect 
those principles. The foundation for such values and 
culture is a kind of a moral contract between the 
organisation’s management and employees that can, in 
practice, be seen as a fundamental, jointly accepted code 
of conduct (Ghoshal et al. 2001). A moral contract 
contains a shared view of what kind of conduct is 
correct, sensible and desirable in the organisation and 
what kind of remuneration employees are entitled to in 
return for their work contributions and the deployment 
of their skills and competencies. Remuneration does not 
refer only to financial compensation but also to 
intangible rewards such as trust, respect, loyalty, safe 
employment relationships or employability. 
EMPLOYEE-DRIVEN INNOVATION AS A PROCESS 
The process of EDI is divided into three phases: 
ideation, innovating and value creation to customers. 
For succesful EDI activities to occur, it is extremely 
important that ideation and innovating and learning, 
which is derived from the value creation process, are 
seen as a communal process in teams, networks or other 
communities. The communal nature (i.e. the opportunity 
to make use of different types of knowledge and create 
deep commitment) and the dynamism (i.e. the 
opportunity to act rapidly) of the new innovation 
thinking are what make it stand out from traditional 
direct participation and suggestion schemes. 
Collaborative development activities can take place in 
or be supported by various forms of organising, such as 
operational teams, cross-functional development groups, 
idea workshops based on the broad participation of 
employees, change agent networks, cross-organisational 
development, innovation and learning networks, or 
interactive virtual forums (incl. social media).  
Different arenas can supplement each other and have 
varying functions in innovation and development. Self-
managing operational teams, for instance, may be at 
their best in producing small, incremental innovations 
and development ideas with fairly limited impacts. 
Networks of several organisations and various 
interactive virtual forums provide forms of organising 
with the opportunity to combine different types of 
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knowledge and create the prerequisites for a new way of 
thinking that could lead to radical innovations as well.  
The communal nature of EDI also applies to learning. 
Innovation production and organisational learning are, 
at best, interwoven with each other into a two-part 
process of knowledge creation that simultaneously 
produces innovations and organisational learning. A 
view such as this differs from the traditional notion 
regarding the emergence of innovations and learning in 
the workplace. Traditionally, these have been 
considered as two separate processes: expert-oriented 
innovation generation and knowledge acquisition based 
on training or learning on the job. Nielsen and Lundvall 
(2007) emphasise that innovations typically emerge 
through interactive processes. The generation of 
knowledge manifests itself as a process which, on the 
one hand, creates product, service and process 
innovations, but at the same time also generates learning 
among the participants in the innovation process, 
thereby improving the company’s innovation 
capabilities for the future. Innovations and 
organisational learning are, at best, the conscious, 
mutually supportive results of the same process. 
IMPACTS OF EMPLOYEE-DRIVEN INNOVATION 
Table 1 separates the impacts of EDI into operational 
performance and well-being at work. Direct and indirect 
impacts can be examined separately for both items. 
Table 1. Various impacts of EDI. 
 Direct effects Indirect effects 
Operational 
performance 
Improvements and 
renewals in 
products and 
services and in 
ways of producing 
them 
Broad-based 
organisational 
learning 
Well-being 
at work 
Increased 
‘employee-
friendly’ solutions 
in products, 
services and in 
ways of producing 
them 
Increased 
experience of 
inclusiveness in 
change situations 
among employees 
 
With regard to operational performance, direct impacts 
arise as the accelerated pace of renewal for products, 
services and their production resulting from EDI 
increases the organisation’s ability to produce value for 
its customers. Better value creation ability can be seen, 
for example, in the developing properties of products 
and services, reduction in operational disturbances, 
shorter product and service lead times or increased 
material and energy efficiency in operations.  
Indirect impacts on operational performance are related 
to the organisational learning achieved by means of 
EDI. Organisational learning is broad-based when 
ideation and innovating are carried out as genuine 
communal processes that also include the opportunity 
for joint critical reflection and evaluation of the process. 
The potential strength of EDI for other forms of 
innovation activities lies in the opportunity that it 
provides for producing more broadly-based 
organisational learning within the organisation. This 
kind of learning means that, during the process of 
ideation and innovating, the organisation can 
simultaneously develop its own way of ideation and 
innovating and thus achieve long-term competitive 
advantage for its operations. 
The direct impacts of EDI on perceived well-being at 
work are associated with the fact that employees’ active 
and systematic participation means that issues of 
importance to them are better taken into consideration in 
the renewals. However, the indirect impacts on well-
being that result from the personnel’s experience of 
inclusiveness may be even more important. In 
particular, the opportunities to exert influence and 
utilise one’s skills and competencies, together with a 
feeling of the importance of one’s contribution and 
appreciation for it in conjunction with changes and 
renewals, contribute to the experience of inclusiveness.  
The significance of inclusiveness can be considered 
through the concept of a sense of coherence developed 
by Antonovsky (1987). This concept has recently been 
used to examine the problems of well-being at work 
during changes in working life as well (Docherty et al. 
2008). Rapid changes jeopardise the prerequisites of 
people to see life (or working life) for their part as a 
comprehensible, manageable and meaningful entity. In a 
situation where challenges arising from change exceed 
people’s resources, negative stress will arise and 
consequently cause negative effects on health and well-
being. Inclusiveness can be regarded as boosting the 
sense of coherence in all three dimensions: firstly, 
inclusiveness in the process of change and innovation 
helps employees to increase their comprehension of 
events in their own organisation and its environment by 
improving their possibilities to find logical connections 
between various issues and phenomena. Secondly, 
inclusiveness helps employees to increase their sense of 
control over issues and events that affect them and their 
work. The sense of control should, of course, reflect 
some kind of realistic possibility of control in order for 
it to be sustained in the long term. Finally, inclusiveness 
helps employees find meaningfulness in things going on 
in their own organisation and in its environment. This 
increases opportunities to assign positive connotations 
to different issues and commit to them more strongly. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This paper examined EDI as a new target of research 
and development and as a bridge between traditional 
workplace development policy and innovation policy. A 
special focus was Tekes’ Liideri programme and its 
framework for promoting EDI. This was considered an 
example of the new broad-based innovation policy in 
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practice. In relation to traditional IR-based workplace 
development, EDI includes a new rationale regarding 
employees’ participation and a new ‘process-like’ view 
of the quality of working life. From the viewpoint of 
traditional technology-oriented innovation activities, 
EDI means expanding the group of relevant innovation 
actors and detachment from the concept of a narrow, 
institution-centred innovation system. 
As a concept, EDI is not as management or 
organisation-driven as some of its parallel concepts. 
However, this does not mean that it has no need for 
strong management support. On the contrary, the 
credibility and long-term nature of the support require 
management principles that recognise and acknowledge 
the role of ordinary employees as active and legitimate 
subjects in conjunction with change. Extending the 
reform to the principles of management is often 
necessary, because internal knowledge – and in 
particular knowledge that derives from the shop-floor 
level and ordinary employees – has in many 
organisations been traditionally undervalued in 
comparison with knowledge obtained from external 
sources. There is no reason to limit the scope of EDI to 
incremental improvements. The analyses of both 
Kesting and Ulhøi (2010) and Menon and Pfeffer (2003) 
suggest that also radical innovations are often 
employee-driven; they derive from doing something 
unique, valuable and difficult to imitate or plan in detail 
through standard management procedures. Renewal of 
management principles and management processes has 
been given an important role in Liideri’s framework for 
promoting EDI. 
It would be naïve to assume that EDI-related activities 
and the innovation democracy that can, at best, be 
achieved through such activities would be simple to 
implement, or that they would automatically lead to an 
increase in well-being at work. The ‘technical’ 
component of management in the form of management 
skills, styles, practices, tools, etc. is closely interwoven 
with the more ‘ideological’ component deriving from 
the hierarchical power and ownership structures 
inherent in capitalist market economies. A fundamental 
reform in management thinking towards broad 
participation of employees in innovation, for example, 
is not a matter of pure technical rationality, but a matter 
which in many ways touches upon the underlying power 
and authority relations within companies.   
Without sufficient planning and managerial and 
organisational know-how, attempts to promote EDI can 
lead to new problems in well-being at work as well. For 
example, work load will increase if innovating is mainly 
experienced as an extra duty; employees will become 
frustrated if the time used for innovating and the work 
contribution do not lead to visible results; feelings of 
inequality will become more common among 
employees if they feel that the resources, results or 
effects of innovating are not distributed equally; or 
tensions and conflicts within the work community will 
increase and co-operation will deteriorate if innovating 
is not seen as a communal process. Such matters have 
not historically been on the agenda of innovation policy 
or innovation management (Kettunen et al. 2008; Tidd 
et al. 2001). 
Broad-based innovation policy does not refer only to a 
linear expansion of the traditional innovation policy 
area to some new areas. Integrating employee-driven 
innovation activities into the new concept of innovation 
policy will also create radically new types of question-
setting, including, for example, promotion of employee 
engagement, networking skills, collaborative mindset 
and new ways of working. Responding to them will 
require a new kind of understanding and competence at 
the policy level and open-minded rethinking of 
management processes at the company level.   
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ABSTRACT 
This paper explores the potential for a relationship 
between residency provision and participatory 
innovation. The discussion will focus on a review 
of existing residency practices and the policies of 
the hosting cultural organisations, which reveals a 
static transmission model of resources and 
information. This paradigm will underpin the 
subsequent discussion of the way in which changes 
in society and culture have impacted design and 
the design of cultural services.  
Furthermore, the notion of practitioner will be 
problematised: this will lead to further 
investigation into the ways in which the 
practitioner can embody various roles. Two new 
terms will be presented herein: ‘audience as 
practitioner’, which is a new term to replace the 
existing design expressions ‘user’ or ‘consumer’, 
and the notion of ‘institution as practitioner’, 
which draws upon design theory conceptions as a 
means of examining the cultural organisation as a 
working and thinking entity. Comparing the 
findings in the literatures will spark debate, and 
lead to an argument for a new approach to 
residency provision.  
INTRODUCTION 
By uniting relevant philosophical underpinnings of 
design with design practice, theory of practice and 
engagement policies in cultural organisations, this paper 
explores the provision of a design residency in a cultural 
enterprise as a means of developing levels of innovation 
in practice. Within the context of creative and cultural 
organisations, ‘residency’ implies the idea of an 
individual immersed in a physical location or 
community (EKOS 2009), wherein the organisation 
providing the residency supplies the resources to the 
individual in residence to create new work or resolve an 
existing problem in their practice. This simplified 
definition provides the basis on which a debate on 
residency practices can be developed. However, as the 
paper suggests, the term ‘residency’ when used within 
the field of design, is made more complex as residencies 
have evolved over the decades to accommodate the 
needs of the creative and cultural organisations that 
provide the programmes. Employing this concept as a 
starting point for discussion, this paper posits that the 
developments in design are not accurately reflected in 
contemporary residency practices. It has been noted 
that the field of design is currently undergoing a shift 
where ‘[d]esign practice is now moving from a 
preoccupation with the making of stuff to a 
preoccupation with making stuff for people in the 
context of their lives’ (Sanders in press). This 
transformation in the field of design provides the 
context for which residency practices are considered, 
and explores how this change can be integrated into a 
new residency model. 
This paper is part of a larger doctoral research project, 
which is now commencing its second year, and an 
Economic and Social Research Council funded CASE 
studentship. The principle idea of this programme is to 
integrate theory and practice through meaningful 
collaboration between academia and organisations 
based in industry. An integral part of this studentship 
involves working with an industry sponsor: for this 
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research, that sponsor is the, V&A at Dundee1, a new 
international centre for design currently being 
established in Scotland. This research is being 
conducted in partnership with the V&A at Dundee’s 
project team to identify key areas of investigation and to 
develop university-industry knowledge exchange.  
Employing Hobday et al.’s (2012) definition of 
‘innovation policy as any policy which attempts to 
support the generation of products, processes or services 
new to a firm as well as those new to the world or 
marketplace’ (p. 273), this project and aims to provide a 
theoretical framework in order to provide the institution 
with the necessary information to support the adoption 
of a new residency model. 
RESEARCH METHODS 
There is currently a gap in the critical debate 
surrounding residency provision, as well as in 
knowledge regarding the ways in which designers 
engage with cultural organisations to inspire their 
creative practice (Rust et al. 2007). In order to establish 
a firm grounding in this subject, this paper presents a 
critical contextual review of existing residency 
provision within the United Kingdom. The most fruitful 
source of information on the history and current 
landscape of residency provision is the project 
endorsement literature published in print and on the 
Internet, or what Hart (1998) terms ‘grey literature’.  
This literature is mainly comprised of organisational 
documents or websites, evaluation and feedback reports, 
marketing material and project reviews within industry 
journals. However, due to the nature of these 
documents, this literature analysis has been conducted 
under the assumption that evidence of this kind can 
often provide an unduly favourable account of residency 
provision, and often lacks the critical perspective 
required.  
In order to do this, this research interrogates the 
underlying theories upon which current residency 
practices are built, and questions how theories of culture 
and society are reflected in the practices of cultural 
institutions. In addition, the assumptions upon which 
the notion of practice and practitioner are critically 
analysed and expanded to develop an innovative 
approach to residency provision which is suited to the 
changing field of design.  
WHAT IS A RESIDENCY? 
Clarifying what defines a ‘residency’ is a complicated 
process, as the field lacks a shared conception of the 
term. The notion of the residency proper has been 
altered through the recent rash of semantic changes in 
project ‘labels’: for example, ‘incubator’, ‘open studio’, 
and ‘Museumaker’ are just a few of the plethora of 
terms and titles that refer to a residency. Furthermore, 
understanding ‘residency’ is made more complex by the 
                                                          1 For details of V&A at Dundee visit www.vandaatdundee.com 
various frameworks employed in practice, which stem 
from the different missions of the organisations housing 
the programmes. However, in analysing the landscape 
of residency provision in the field, it became apparent 
that three fundamental models serve as the basis for 
many residency programmes. For the purposes of 
clarity and discussion, these models have been titled the 
‘Intramural Model’, the ‘Interpreter Model’ and the 
‘Industry Model’, and have been visually represented 
below in Figures 1, 2 and 3 respectively. 
INTRAMURAL MODEL 
 
Figure 1: Intramural Model 
The traditional notion of the term ‘residency’ of an 
individual immersed in a physical location can be traced 
back to the Renaissance, when artists were 
commissioned to reside within a wealthy patron’s 
property and create a piece of work at a specified 
location (Lydiate 2009). The Intramural Model is 
formed on the basis that the resident is given time and 
resources in isolation from social and economic 
distractions to develop a new body of work.  
Exemplified by Cove Park (located in the area of Argyll 
and Bute, Scotland) this model of residency provision 
focuses on the notion that innovation is stimulated 
through the process of the creative practitioner working 
with their own ideas, who is relatively free from the 
external factors that could impede the creative process.  
Similarly, the Craft Creative Development Bursary 
residency at Duncan of Jordanstone College of Art and 
Design in Dundee used the rich resources of the College 
to offer the maker-in-residence the opportunity to use 
the facilities and receive a mentor of choice to provide 
guidance in their development of practice. Both 
programmes provide space for the resident to work on a 
project, allowing the resident to experiment, fail, and 
have time and resources to develop innovative ideas.  
Success within this model can be tracked in the careers 
of those who have partaken in this process, and 
organisations promote the fact that past residency 
holders have gone on to receive larger commissions, 
awards or notoriety in the industry. The reverse is also 
true of building the reputation of a residency on the 
history of previous reputable participants.  
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INTERPRETER MODEL 
 
Figure 2: Interpreter Model 
In the Interpreter Model, the engagement between the 
residency holder and audience is of great importance. 
The resident is viewed as the intermediary through 
which the audience interpret creativity and often the 
resident is required to participate in activities, such as 
‘meet the maker’ sessions, and to structure and provide 
workshop activities with the visiting public. The 
participants selected for the residencies in this model 
have often already established themselves in the 
industry, and this established notoriety and popularity 
among the visiting public is perhaps one of the primary 
reasons they are selected.  
During the 1960s and 70s, residency schemes 
underwent a period of change when they were initiated 
by public institutions (i.e. prisons, schools, hospitals, 
and museums and galleries) with the aim of having 
prominent artists create work inspired by their 
environments (Lydiate 2009). Derivatives of this model 
still exist today: from June 2000 to May 2001, the Arts 
Council England (ACE) supported the collaboration of 
ten Regional Arts Boards to coordinate ‘Year of the 
Artists’, a programme to commission 1,000 artists to 
work in residence in 1,000 locations (Hutton & Fenn 
2002). Another programme between 2004 and 2008 
called ‘Partners’ was supported by the Scottish Arts 
Council (now part of the creative authority body 
‘Creative Scotland’), funding over seventy residency 
projects which saw artists working within communities 
stricken with hardship (EKOS 2009). The ‘Partners’ 
project required an artist to spend fifty per cent of their 
time working with a community group, and the rest of 
their time making work that responded to their 
experience. This type of residency is rooted in outreach 
strategies reflect the rising influence of ‘cultural policy’ 
and the governmental view that culture can be employed 
as a means to tackle social deprivation (Hesmondhalgh 
2007).  
The Interpreter Model has also been found in residency 
provision in the cultural sector, as there is an 
assumption that a resident can foster innovative 
approaches which inspire audience engagement with 
museum and gallery collections (Gray 2009; Kendall 
2011; Morris 2005) by reinvigorating the collection and 
adding a critical dimension to works or curatorial 
methods (Morris 2005). The ‘Museumaker’ project of 
2011/12 brought craft-makers into museums around 
England in order to ‘unlock the creative potential of 
museum collections’ and to provide a contemporary 
perspective to the display of objects (Museumaker 
2011:3). This has been developed at a time when the 
interests of cultural organisations have migrated from 
the static environment of the museum to open, 
participatory and accessible process-driven display 
practices (Morris 2005:44). Museums such as the V&A 
in London have open studio spaces where the façade of 
the studio is glass and members of the public are invited 
to look at the creative practitioners ‘in action’. Yet this 
activity might be seen to have more in common with 
visiting a zoo than of communicating the implicit 
elements of creativity.   
Bishop (2004) posits that museums are now trying 
display their organisations as a place for the creative 
community by constructing hubs for the advancement of 
professional creativity. As the V&A London’s Strategic 
Plan 2011–2015 states, the strategic objective of the 
residency programme is ‘[t]o promote, support and 
develop the UK creative economy by inspiring 
designers and makers, and by stimulating enjoyment 
and appreciation of design’ (V&A 2011:12). This aim is 
obviously very different from the Partners programme, 
which sought to use residencies as an approach for 
resolving some of the issues of community welfare.  
This does not mean that the residencies undertaken by 
museums in the UK lack an element of community 
engagement: on the contrary, the residents are required 
to provide workshops and education activities to the 
public or targeted groups as part of their tenure (V&A 
London 2012). These outreach events can range from 
talks given by the resident about their work to providing 
a workshop to targeted community group or primary 
school pupils. 
INDUSTRY MODEL 
 
Figure 3: Industry Model 
Kendall (2011) states that museums are changing policy 
to work more strategically with other creative industries, 
and investigating the benefits of interdisciplinary 
exchange of resources and audiences. The ACE is one 
of several development bodies in the UK urging cultural 
organisations to provide a platform for crossover 
activity to enhance the creative potential of individuals 
in the industry. The Department for Business, 
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Innovation and Skills and the Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport advocate that the creative industries, 
which total 5.6% of the UK’s GDP, will be a critical 
area for growth in an otherwise slothful economy 
(Kendall 2011). Due to its natural links with the design 
sector, the Design Museum’s ‘Designers in Residence’ 
programme is well positioned to blur the lines between 
industry and institution (Kendall 2011). The Design 
Museum has formed a model which brings together a 
group of designers at the early stage of their careers to 
create work which simultaneously responds to a ‘brief’ 
and assists the makers in forming an indexical mark 
within the industry (Design Museum 2012). This period 
of research and development is offered in exchange for 
a showcasing of the final results in an exhibition and a 
series of talks and learning activities curated by the 
group of residents (Design Museum 2012).  
The Industry Model views the designer from a business-
focused perspective. This is the point at which residency 
vocabulary begins to draw on management terminology.  
The concept is based on a period of research and 
development for the designers, but this form of 
residency provision is strongly linked to the model of 
start-up investments. Examples of provision often 
include a studio from which to work, mentoring 
schemes, marketing and networking advice and an 
amount of capital investment, which is occasionally 
traded for business shares or is repaid. This opens up the 
debate on where the line is drawn between residencies 
of this type and start-up support.  
There are other programmes within the field which are 
expanding on this notion of a residency as a catalyst for 
innovation and enterprise within the designer’s practice.  
It has been noted that designers are part of what is 
considered the ‘super creative core’ within the ‘creative 
class’, a social division which develops the economy 
through the advancement of ideas, technology and the 
production of creative innovation (Florida 2002).  
However, actors in the creative class find their practice 
defined by the opposing rationales of the economic 
versus the artistic logics of practice, and the 
understanding that an individual working as a creative 
professional must compromise between the two (Caves 
2000; Eikhof & Haunschild 2007; Menger 1999).  
Within the creative industries, it is often the case that 
the creative lifestyle and personal satisfaction found in 
artistic expression will take precedence over financial 
gain (Chaston 2008). Residency programmes such as 
Cultural Enterprise Office’s newly-launched ‘Fashion 
Foundry’, the ‘Start up-in-Residence’ programme at 
IDEO’s Chicago office, and the ‘Incubator’ scheme at 
Cockpit Arts in London, have noted this tension and 
devised programmes that directly support new 
businesses in craft and design. These programmes have 
been initiated under the assumption that the 
environment in which creativity is developed has a 
direct influence on the frequency and level of creative 
output (Amabile 1997). By providing support directly 
related to the business aspect of design practice, these 
residencies develop the professional practice of 
designers and craft-makers. 
ANALYSIS 
The initial stage of this research audited the landscape 
of residency provision in cultural organisations and 
exposed a few general observations which were then 
selected for further investigation. Firstly, the standard 
structure of a residency is based on the system of 
‘transmit and receive’, meaning that the organisation 
views the resident to whom the resources have been 
awarded or ‘transmitted’ (e.g. financial stipend, 
facilities, studio space etc.). This is often followed by a 
‘transmit and receive’ outcome activity with the target 
audience, such as an exhibition, educational workshop 
or similar. However, this transmission model of 
information and resources has been dated by the 
changes in contemporary lifestyle. It is undeniable that 
the way in which people view the world is drastically 
different now than in times past. As the world changes, 
so do the perceptions, and in turn, this impacts the ways 
in which individuals engage with each other, their 
environment and information. This has a strong impact 
on the values and needs of individuals, and has required 
prospective organisations to gather resources in a way 
which gives over more control to society (Leadbeater, 
2000). This is further supported by the way in which 
individuals engage with cultural institutions: the 
audience is demanding more control over the content 
presented in exhibitions and the methods of public 
engagement as the roles between the cultural producer 
and consumer are increasingly merging (Baxter, 2010).   
The shift in the power dynamics between consumers 
and producers is also being felt in the design industry, 
where there is a notable change in the way designers 
design for the consumer. There have been many new 
design vistas which expand the traditional parameters of 
products, processes and environments in which design 
can be employed. These developments have had an 
impact on the way design is being considered as a 
practice. Kimbell (2011) suggests that sociology and 
anthropology have had an increasingly important role in 
the understanding of design practice, allowing for a 
more collaborative approach in which design is not 
entirely ‘user’ or object focused. In response to this 
shift, designers have invited users into the ‘fuzzy front 
end’ of the design process as a means to design in 
conjunction with, and not simply for, the user (Sanders, 
2010). The rationale behind this participatory approach 
to design is not that everyone should be perceived as a 
designer, but that everyone is an ‘expert in their own 
experience as a user’ (Sanders, 2009:109). Participatory 
design proposes the activity of combining the creative 
efforts of designers with those untrained in design, and 
sees them working collectively as a means of 
developing a design or resolving a design-specific 
challenge (Sanders & Stappers, 2008). This approach to 
design practice is inherently flexible, as it ‘takes on 
quite different manifestations, depending upon the 
expertise and mindsets of its practitioners’, and is 
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proven to create services with long-term positive 
impacts (Sanders & Stappers 2008:8).  
Secondly, there is an obvious discrepancy between the 
practical field of residency provision and the changing 
perceptions of culture and design, as the prevalent 
‘transmit and receive’ model does not take into account 
the changing roles of the organisation, designer or user 
(audience). This is emphasised in the observation that 
the maker is the sole practitioner within a residency. As 
the roles of producer and consumer begin to merge, so 
too are the participation models, and so the question 
becomes: who is the practitioner? This examination of 
the developments which have changed fundamental 
perceptions on the nature of the individual, society and 
culture has highlighted a need to re-evaluate the 
assumptions upon which residency practices have 
traditionally been built. To achieve this, this study must 
establish what defines practice and the practitioner.  
A CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
A theory of practice shares with other cultural theories 
the belief that the world is constructed through a 
common understanding of experience and implicit ways 
of knowing (Shove et al. 2007). It distinguishes itself 
from other cultural theories by its fundamental tenet that 
existence, both social and individual, transpires through 
practice (Reckwitz 2002). Giddens (1991) argues that 
constructing the self is an active and assertive process, 
and that reflexivity influences the construction of self-
identity, which, in turn, impacts the way modern 
institutions and social structures are formed. Proposing 
that the social world is constructed of practices that are 
defined by their environment and systems which govern 
them, Giddens illustrates that the social world is 
comprised of interdependent and fluctuating activities 
(Schatzki 1996). For Schatzki (1996:89), practice is ‘a 
temporally unfolding and spatially dispersed nexus of 
doings and sayings’ which are interlinked through 
shared understandings, explicit principles and emotive 
behavioural structures. Therefore, Schatzki builds on the 
notion that practice is continuously re-forming 
individuality and the social order by his postulation that 
practice is a perpetual process which is influenced by 
the socio-cultural structures created by previous actions.  
This reinforces the concept that neither individuals nor 
society are ever static or fixed in their existence.   
This notion of continuous development has led theorists 
to suggest that practice is ‘performance’ (Reckwitz 
2002; Schön 1983; Warde 2005). Performance can be 
viewed as the routinised behaviour of body and mental 
activities, together with objects in use and the 
knowledge gained from experience, as well as 
emotional and motivational knowledge (Reckwitz 
2002). Emphasising the habitual and routine activities in 
a specialised domain that demonstrate a vast array of 
competencies and skills allows the practitioner to 
develop esoteric knowledge which is embedded into 
their practice (Waks 2001) and to expand their specialist 
tacit knowledge (Schön 1983; Waks 2001). The ‘agent’ 
(Reckwitz 2002) or ‘competent practitioner’ (Warde 
2005) are those who use understanding and motivational 
knowledge according to a particular system to perform 
and construct socio-cultural behaviours (Reckwitz 
2002).   
The practitioner employs what is known as ‘reflective 
practice’: this is a process of professional action utilised 
as a corrective method to over-learning, as a critical 
examination of one’s own tacit knowledge, and as a 
means to understand challenging and uncertain 
situations (Schön 1983). The reflective practitioner 
shapes the situation as an experimenter attempting to 
comprehend the situation, and as a creator developing a 
solution (Adams et al. 2003). As part of this process, the 
notions of ‘framing’ a problem is developed, which sees 
the practitioner examine a complex situation and 
develop a set of possible actions. The designer then 
engages in a reflective conversation about these 
different pathways in order to shape a feasible and 
suiting outcome (Adams et al. 2003; Paton & Dorst 
2011; Schön 1987, 1983; Thorton 2005). This is the key 
element of ‘reflection-in-action’, which triggers ‘back-
talk’, the reflective conversation between practitioner 
and materials which can develop a deeper understanding 
of troubleshooting within design (Adams et al. 2003; 
Schön 1987, 1983). The reflective practice model 
captures the complex, cyclic and narrative process of 
design (Adams et al. 2003) which has been noted as a 
key asset of design thinking (Paton & Dorst 2011).  
There are many other similarities between the principles 
of theory of practice and the notion of practice within 
design. Exploring these ideas facilitates discussion on 
the concept of practitioner within residency provision.   
PRACTITIONER(S), PARTICIPATORY DESIGN, AND A 
NEW DESIGN RESIDENCY 
Design is created in and for the social world, and refers 
to a theory of practice in which it is understood that the 
society is a shared and constructed reality. Participatory 
design has been employed as a method which involves 
collaboration with ‘non-designers’ in the initial 
development stage as a means to understand design 
challenges before actual use, and to gain a better sense 
of individual and community ‘life-worlds’ (Ehn 2008). 
This practice-based method allows the application of 
design to create new values, public awareness and social 
practices (Kimbell 2011). In these new practices of 
participatory design, the meaning of the concept 
‘practitioner’ has taken on multiple guises. The ever-
changing needs of society and culture has increased the 
scope for demand in design thinking, and made the 
process of design more complex. The traditional 
boundaries between designer and user become blurred, 
as the person who would normally be served by the 
design becomes a contributor of expertise, using their 
own knowledge to form and develop the design concept 
(Kimbell 2011).   
Designers rise to these new challenges by bringing the 
tacit knowledge and language associated with design 
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thinking, and the skills to create the tools required for 
collective design practice in order to understand and 
tackle problems (Sanders & Stappers 2008), playing a 
critical role and giving the idea shape (Kimbell 2011).  
As participatory design is a co-operative process, the 
designer takes on a new role as facilitator (Sanders & 
Stappers 2008). The fundamentals of practice and their 
role as practitioner remain intact: they are contributing 
to new understanding in the performance of their own 
practice within a defined environment. However, it is 
necessary to propose two experimental ways of 
considering the role of practitioner which may open the 
doors to a new conceptual model for residency 
provision.   
A new approach to practitioners is not a novel concept: 
within the collaborative process, the role of the ‘user’ is 
that of co-designer, an additional practitioner who 
brings his or her own inherent creativity and life 
experience to the design process (Sanders & Stappers 
2008). The concept being proposed here is that there has 
been a shift from traditional parameters of 'user' or 
'consumer', as these have proved dated and 
inappropriate terms in the changing paradigm of those 
involved in design practice, but there has yet to be a 
sufficient replacement proposed to date. Within the 
context of the cultural enterprise, 'audience as 
practitioner' is suggested as new terminology. As the 
literature observes, ‘practitioner’ denotes a sense of 
expertise, specialism and engagement within a context 
in which this knowledge and input is required. The 
conceptual model (visualised in Figure 4) proposes a co-
operative endeavour where each stakeholder brings 
forth his or her knowledge and values in order to design 
modern residency practices through the method of 
collective participation. The audience are experts in 
their own lives, and therefore this title of ‘audience as 
practitioner’ implies that the audience, whomever this 
might be, can bring to the table the knowledge and 
social practice which aid in thinking about the residency 
as a design challenge.  
 
Figure 4: Conceptual Model 
In a similar vein, this research proposes that the phrase 
‘institution as practitioner’ provides an alternative to 
the view that a museum or cultural organisation is 
strictly the environment or platform in which people 
engage. Contemporary design thinking builds towards 
an understanding of organisations as collective social 
groups (Follett 1918; in Hobday et al. 2012), thus 
altering perceptions of organisations as inanimate 
entities: rather, they become organic systems which 
have the ability to make rational decisions (Hobday et 
al. 2011). Using the concept of ‘institution as 
practitioner’ in this conceptual model, institutional 
development can be considered a combined process of 
a research-led and practice-led exploration which is 
utilised to inform organisational policies. As a 
practitioner, the institution incorporates reflexivity into 
its practice, continuously re-considering its processes 
in light of new input, since snowballing knowledge and 
understanding process is essential to the development 
of practice and theory (Schön 1983). Argyris & Schön 
(1996) argue for what they term ‘organisational 
learning’: a process that allows individuals within an 
institution to inquire into the resolution of a problem 
that has arisen in the company. It is an inquiry 
conducted by individuals on behalf of the organisation 
when there is a noted difference between the expected 
results of organisational phenomena and the actual 
results. The learning that is acquired through the 
investigation must then be embedded into the 
environment through the organisations practice or 
programmes (Argyris & Schön 1996). This type of 
learning is equally important for a cultural organisation 
as it is for all other practitioners. There is a need for 
cultural organisations to have flexible frameworks 
which allow them to meet the changing demands of the 
stakeholders. Challenging assumptions and reframing 
the institution as ‘practitioner’ opens up the possibility 
for reflexivity in the organisation so it can develop as 
society and culture progresses over time.   
Indeed, one should consider the institution as 
practitioner, the resident as practitioner and the 
audience as practitioner, all of whom work side-by-
side, supporting each other and enhancing productivity 
through this creative partnership. Sharing knowledge 
and understanding of the world through the profound 
conversations and interactions that stimulate 
development. By using the method of participatory 
design and by expanding the notion of the practitioner, 
this conceptual model seeks to define a new approach 
to residency practices that can be resilient to the 
evolving practices of society and culture. By removing 
the hierarchal ‘transmit and receive’ model of 
information and resources, and replacing it with one of 
equality, this ensures that the design outcome is 
derived from a combination of diverse and true values.   
SUMMARY AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
The purpose of this paper was to challenge the 
assumptions that mainstream residency models are 
sufficiently responsive to contemporary design 
practices. Comparing the recent challenge posed by 
increasingly impermanent notions of socio-cultural 
identity to standard residency practices in cultural 
institutions highlighted a need to identify and address 
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thinking, and the skills to create the tools required for 
collective design practice in order to understand and 
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critical role and giving the idea shape (Kimbell 2011).  
As participatory design is a co-operative process, the 
designer takes on a new role as facilitator (Sanders & 
Stappers 2008). The fundamentals of practice and their 
role as practitioner remain intact: they are contributing 
to new understanding in the performance of their own 
practice within a defined environment. However, it is 
necessary to propose two experimental ways of 
considering the role of practitioner which may open the 
doors to a new conceptual model for residency 
provision.   
A new approach to practitioners is not a novel concept: 
within the collaborative process, the role of the ‘user’ is 
that of co-designer, an additional practitioner who 
brings his or her own inherent creativity and life 
experience to the design process (Sanders & Stappers 
2008). The concept being proposed here is that there has 
been a shift from traditional parameters of 'user' or 
'consumer', as these have proved dated and 
inappropriate terms in the changing paradigm of those 
involved in design practice, but there has yet to be a 
sufficient replacement proposed to date. Within the 
context of the cultural enterprise, 'audience as 
practitioner' is suggested as new terminology. As the 
literature observes, ‘practitioner’ denotes a sense of 
expertise, specialism and engagement within a context 
in which this knowledge and input is required. The 
conceptual model (visualised in Figure 4) proposes a co-
operative endeavour where each stakeholder brings 
forth his or her knowledge and values in order to design 
modern residency practices through the method of 
collective participation. The audience are experts in 
their own lives, and therefore this title of ‘audience as 
practitioner’ implies that the audience, whomever this 
might be, can bring to the table the knowledge and 
social practice which aid in thinking about the residency 
as a design challenge.  
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the view that a museum or cultural organisation is 
strictly the environment or platform in which people 
engage. Contemporary design thinking builds towards 
an understanding of organisations as collective social 
groups (Follett 1918; in Hobday et al. 2012), thus 
altering perceptions of organisations as inanimate 
entities: rather, they become organic systems which 
have the ability to make rational decisions (Hobday et 
al. 2011). Using the concept of ‘institution as 
practitioner’ in this conceptual model, institutional 
development can be considered a combined process of 
a research-led and practice-led exploration which is 
utilised to inform organisational policies. As a 
practitioner, the institution incorporates reflexivity into 
its practice, continuously re-considering its processes 
in light of new input, since snowballing knowledge and 
understanding process is essential to the development 
of practice and theory (Schön 1983). Argyris & Schön 
(1996) argue for what they term ‘organisational 
learning’: a process that allows individuals within an 
institution to inquire into the resolution of a problem 
that has arisen in the company. It is an inquiry 
conducted by individuals on behalf of the organisation 
when there is a noted difference between the expected 
results of organisational phenomena and the actual 
results. The learning that is acquired through the 
investigation must then be embedded into the 
environment through the organisations practice or 
programmes (Argyris & Schön 1996). This type of 
learning is equally important for a cultural organisation 
as it is for all other practitioners. There is a need for 
cultural organisations to have flexible frameworks 
which allow them to meet the changing demands of the 
stakeholders. Challenging assumptions and reframing 
the institution as ‘practitioner’ opens up the possibility 
for reflexivity in the organisation so it can develop as 
society and culture progresses over time.   
Indeed, one should consider the institution as 
practitioner, the resident as practitioner and the 
audience as practitioner, all of whom work side-by-
side, supporting each other and enhancing productivity 
through this creative partnership. Sharing knowledge 
and understanding of the world through the profound 
conversations and interactions that stimulate 
development. By using the method of participatory 
design and by expanding the notion of the practitioner, 
this conceptual model seeks to define a new approach 
to residency practices that can be resilient to the 
evolving practices of society and culture. By removing 
the hierarchal ‘transmit and receive’ model of 
information and resources, and replacing it with one of 
equality, this ensures that the design outcome is 
derived from a combination of diverse and true values.   
SUMMARY AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
The purpose of this paper was to challenge the 
assumptions that mainstream residency models are 
sufficiently responsive to contemporary design 
practices. Comparing the recent challenge posed by 
increasingly impermanent notions of socio-cultural 
identity to standard residency practices in cultural 
institutions highlighted a need to identify and address 
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the fundamental understanding of current residency 
models. Upon further investigation, it was possible to 
make connections between the way cultural 
organisations perceive audiences and the changing role 
of the ‘user’ or ‘consumer’ in socially innovative 
design. Embracing this connection, it became apparent 
that exploring the literature of theory of practice and 
that of the practitioner was key. Investigating the 
expanded notions of practice and practitioner revealed 
that within residency provision, there is more at stake 
than just the maker as practitioner, and that the 
dynamics of the residency framework required 
readdressing.    
As stated at the beginning of this paper, the concepts 
purposed in this written work are part the first year of 
PhD research. Having established a viable theoretical 
framework from which this investigation can proceed, 
this research will draw on this new model of 
understanding and experiment with the various notions 
of practitioner. The theoretical foundation of this paper 
will serve as a basis in the development of prototype 
residencies, which will test and assess the ways in 
which this new approach can be applied to the provision 
of residencies in an emerging cultural enterprise.  
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ABSTRACT 
This paper considers whether participatory design 
practices can improve the development of policy at 
national, regional and local levels. The insights 
offered contribute another dimension to the field of 
participatory innovation by asserting that more 
effective, inclusive policy making at all levels of 
government can be achieved through the adoption 
of participatory design practice methodologies. 
This paper discusses how policy-makers might 
draw upon participatory design practice to design, 
implement and evaluate innovation policy. A case 
study of participatory and ‘co-design’ 
methodologies applied to developing local policy 
show how such methods can not only result in 
meaningful project outcomes, but also how local 
government policy makers put aside existing 
process and adopted unfamiliar approaches. A 
discussion of key challenges concludes by 
identifying those characteristics which demonstrate
 
how community participation can be a credible 
alternative to traditional policy making. 
INTRODUCTION 
Co-design is a specific design methodology within the 
discipline of participatory design, a discipline which 
prioritises users from the outset and incorporates user 
needs into the full product development cycle. The co-
design process blurs the role between user and designer, 
encouraging users to develop their own solutions under 
the aegis of professional designers. 
The authors discuss what is meant by ‘participatory’ in 
the context of national, regional and local innovation 
policy and how creative techniques contribute towards 
non-traditional innovation, for example, by using co-
design techniques to extend engagement to all 
participants. 
This paper presents alternative approaches to policy 
development through the application of participatory 
design methodologies and demonstrates through a 
specific case study how local participation can 
positively assist policy development. It is anticipated 
that our research will be of interest to scholars both 
within and beyond the design and innovation field. 
Specifically this paper: 
i) discusses how policy-makers might draw upon 
participatory design practice to design, develop 
and implement innovation policy, 
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ii) presents a case study of participatory and co-
design methodologies applied to developing policy 
at local level, and 
iii) identifies the challenges inherent in participatory 
policy development. 
The paper concludes with a discussion of the key 
challenges faced in participatory policy development 
and the opportunities offered by design to address these 
challenges – e.g. use of participatory design 
methodologies to evaluate design innovation policies. 
RESEARCH CONTEXT 
This section: i) provides a brief overview of policy and 
its design, implementation and evaluation in the context 
of participatory design innovation and ii) outlines the 
key characteristics of participatory design. 
POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
Policy development traditionally takes the form of top-
down objective-setting guided by perceived rationales 
based on available evidence, influenced to a lessor or 
greater extent by political and external pressures (HM 
Treasury, 2011). However such an approach does not 
necessarily reflect changes within society brought about 
by ‘enabling’ technologies at the individual/local level 
and the increasing relevance of social innovation in 
response to heightened expectations for inclusivity and 
local empowerment. 
In practice, however, policy decisions tend to be 
reactive and based on more immediate and pragmatic 
priorities e.g. crisis avoidance, damage-limitation and 
presentational issues (Parsons, 2005) – with “many of 
the real policy decisions … being made well beyond the 
confines of Whitehall and Westminster” (Hallsworth, 
2011).  
Participatory policy-making involving representatives of 
civil society, termed ‘civil society organisations’ (CSO) 
and the private sector has become more prominent since 
the 1990s – and were initially associated with 
developmental or environmental agendas, CSOs 
bringing “expertise, commitment and grassroots 
perceptions to the policy-making process” (IISD, 1998). 
True participatory governance requires politicians and 
public officials to share some of their power over the 
policy process. In particular, it requires them to share 
information with citizens and to learn how to 
communicate with so-called ordinary citizens about 
complex questions (Stewart, 2007).  
Policy networks – a conceptual reference to the 
interdependent relationships between actors involved in 
policy-making regarding a policy problem where the 
traditional role of government is changed into the role 
of broker or facilitator (Guerts & Joldersma 2001). 
However such networks have been described as only 
open to stimuli from the outside whereas their reaction 
to such stimuli depends completely on their internal 
mechanisms. This self-governing characteristic requires 
government to ‘govern’ these networks by participatory 
methods e.g. by interweaving the goals of different 
actors by means of new fora of debate and discussion – 
the focus shifting from the single policy-making actor, 
the government, to the policy-making network as a 
whole. 
At the local level, Michels & Graaf (2010) provide 
some insights into the relation between the citizen and 
government, challenging the theoretical claim that 
“citizen participation in policy-making has positive 
effects on democracy”. From empirical case studies, 
they find that the role of citizens is limited to providing 
information, on the basis of which the government 
makes decisions – however, positive effects on 
democracy are discerned through increased public 
engagement; imbuing an increased sense of 
responsibility for public matters; exposure to a diversity 
of opinions; and by ascribing a higher degree of 
legitimacy to decision-making. 
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION 
As early as 2002, deLeon & deLeon (2002) have argued 
that a more democratic approach to policy 
implementation would be aligned with a broader trend 
in the policy sciences towards a greater emphasis on the 
democratic ethos and citizen participation. Crucially, a 
democratic approach to policy implementation would 
include reaching back in the policy process framework 
to include the policy formulation deliberations as a 
means to help define policy goals by talking with the 
affected parties well before the policy is adopted by the 
authorized policymaker. Also in social capital terms 
strengthens the link between the governing and the 
governed. 
POLICY EVALUATION 
Policy evaluation needs to be a key aspect of policy 
development. A key finding of Hallsworth (2011) is that 
the frequently cited policy cycle (Figure 1) is widely 
dismissed amongst policy-makers as unrealistic, a view 
agreed with by many academics. Four main reasons are 
given: 
1. Policy making does not take place in distinct stages 
2. Policies need to be designed not just conceived 
3. Policymaking is often determined by events 
4. The effects of policy are often diffuse and take time 
to appear. 
Evaluation, review and learning in particular are 
characteristics that have been identified as being 
particularly weak. 
Thissen & Warren (2013) acknowledges a variety of 
policy analysis approaches and actors: 
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• Traditional – focussing on modelling the system or 
choosing policy alternatives;  
• New approaches – argumentative and participative; 
• Procedural – focussing on the policymaking 
process and the roles of actors involved. 
As early as 2000, developments in policy analysis 
shifted from a “uni-central, analytic, scientific approach 
to a more multi-central, interactive, stakeholders 
approach” (Geurts & Joldersma, 2001) where the 
application of a participatory approach to analysis 
generally involves a methodology that has to satisfy 
analytic criteria as well as process criteria. 
In terms of participatory policy, Michels & Graaf 
(2010) identifies three functions fulfilled by citizen 
participation or ‘participative democracy’: 
• Educative – increasing civic skills and competency 
through participation through public decision-
making. 
• Integrative – increasing citizens’ feeling of being 
part of their local community, also a feeling of 
personal responsibility for decisions made. 
• Legitimacy – decisions made are lent legitimacy; 
rules produced are acceptable to all. 
PARTICIPATORY DESIGN 
Participatory design is concerned with collaboration 
between designers and non-designers importantly 
recognising the contribution of users as partners within 
design activities. Brandt (2006) defines participatory 
design as ‘the direct involvement of people in the 
shaping of future artefacts’ involving ‘the staging of a 
design process involving participation of people’. In 
recent times the terms co-creation and co-design have 
become synonymous with participatory design with 
these terms increasingly being used interchangability 
(Sanders & Stappers, 2008). Sanders and Stappers 
(2008) consider co-creation ‘to refer to any act of 
collective creativity, i.e. creativity that is shared by two 
or more people’ and refer to co-design as ‘the creativity 
of designers and people not trained in design working 
together in the design development process’. 
The authors do not intend to provide a comprehensive 
critique of participatory design as it is beyond the scope 
of this paper, rather they outline its key approaches in 
relation to the focus of this paper. For a detailed 
overview of participatory design see Sanders and 
Stappers (2008), Kensing and Blomberg (1998), Brandt 
(2006), Ehn (2008), and van Ebel et al. (2011). 
Clement & van den Besselaar (1993) identified seven 
characteristics of participatory design: 
• access to relevant information 
• independent voice in decision-making 
• user-controlled development resources 
• appropriate development methods 
• organisational/technical flexibility 
• active involvement of users 
• increased learning and communications 
Participatory design can be further characterised by: 
• A change in the relationships between designer, 
client & user brought on, in part, by the use of the 
principles and practices of design being used to 
address increasingly complex problems (Stappers et 
al, in van Abel et al, 2011) with the role of designer 
becoming more varied: part creator, part researcher, 
part facilitator, part process manager.  
• An approach which tries to meet the challenge of 
“anticipating, or at least envisioning, and designing 
for use before it has actually taken place – design 
for use before use” (Ehn, 2008). 
• A focus on the development of specific tools and 
techniques (Kensing & Blomberg, 1998) including 
“ethnography-inspired fieldwork techniques” for 
data-gathering and analysis, and scenario-
generation, future workshops, design games, case- 
and cooperative-prototyping, to name a few. 
As we can see from the characteristics of participatory 
design, the role of the user – sometimes termed citizen 
in participatory design – is valued not only as end users 
of the designed output or artefact rather as contributors 
in the design and development process. Such 
approaches democratise decision making within the 
design process often resulting in designers acting as 
facilitators rather than decision makers. The end result 
can be decisions being made collectively and 
collaboratively by the many rather than centrally and 
dictatorially by the few. The authors assert that this key 
feature of participatory design – collective decision 
making – is potentially valuable to policy making. 
Indeed participatory policy making has parallels with 
participatory design. 
Figure 1: Policy Cycle - UK Green Book (HM Treasury, 
2011).  
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RESEARCH METHODS 
The methodology for the primary research is best 
described as case study research (Yin, 2008; Stake, 
1995). Case studies investigate a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real-life context; when 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are often 
fuzzy; multiple sources of evidence are used (Yin, 
2009). There can be single case studies to elaborate on a 
phenomenon and multiple case studies that lend 
themselves to comparison. This research methodology 
was consciously chosen because it provides opportunity 
to gain in-depth insights into complex and evolving 
issues which, in this ever-changing state of participatory 
innovation policy though design are not effectively 
communicated in the academic literature to date. Within 
this paper we have utilised a single case study as the 
vehicle for the research as this provides a meaningful 
opportunity to highlight key research issues while not 
distracting from the focus of the paper. Opportunities 
for exploration of additional cases are relevant and the 
authors would extend this research through the 
development of multiple cases and thus support cross 
case comparison. 
The research for Beyond the Castle was developed 
through a series of interactive and iterative activities. 
These included initial workshops with local 
government, visioning workshops, agenda setting 
events, and a series of public events held on the site and 
in Lancaster city centre including a curated public 
exhibition. All of these activities exemplify the co-
design process in which participants contributed to the 
design and development of ideas. This approach was 
employed to enable a broad set of responses from 
citizens of Lancaster that drew upon the expertise of 
design as the facilitator rather than arbiter of ideas. For 
example, the visioning workshop held at Lancaster 
University involving the most active and enthusiastic 
public participants including professional designers, 
schoolchildren, residents, archaeologists and musicians. 
By bringing together such a diverse set of participants 
the opportunity for new and novel ideas to emerge is 
enhanced. The involvement of designers was such that 
they created structures that could be populated by a 
broad range of participants and importantly not as the 
expert. 
CASE STUDY – BEYOND THE CASTLE 
This case study describes how a recent urban 
regeneration project ‘Beyond the Castle’ (BTC) 
employed novel design-based methodologies involving 
local government, local communities and other 
stakeholders to revitalise a hitherto neglected park land 
in Lancaster, UK. Lancaster is a city in the north west of 
England and is dominated by a hill surmounted by a 
castle and priory – one side of the castle is five minutes’ 
walk from the central shopping area of the city. The 
other side is an undeveloped, overgrown area of around 
50 hectares (500m2) and was the site of a Roman 
bathhouse and the remains of four Roman forts. This 
gives the site national archaeological significance and is 
strictly protected from any building works over much of 
the site. 
BTC is a collaborative project involving Lancaster 
University, Lancaster City Council and Lancaster 
County Council and which is part of a larger project 
‘PROUD’ and funded through INTERREG IV. PROUD 
(People Researchers Organisations Using co-Design) 
brings designers from 7 EU member states together with 
public bodies, businesses and user communities to work 
on innovative solutions to real-world problems through 
the development of transnational methods for co-
designing services, products and processes that address 
unmet needs. 
BTC involved participants in the development of a 
range of ideas regarding the potential future of the area 
surrounding the castle. Ideas generated included: 
• Music venue/campsite 
• A centre for historical events (re-enactments) 
• Sculpture park 
• Outdoor theatre (amphitheatre) 
• Treetop walks 
• Cycle ways and nature walks 
• Natural play areas 
• Workshops for low-impact artisan businesses 
• Orienteering - work-out areas 
Policy makers within the City Council were aware that 
their normal models of working with local communities, 
often top-down in nature, were ineffective and did not 
provide meaningful consultation with the local 
community. BTC aimed to develop a range of 
participatory design activities that enabled people with a 
very broad range of experience and expertise to have a 
creative (not just informational) input into the process.  
BTC was structured around the design of seven events 
ranging from the training of volunteers, to strategic 
sessions with decision makers to open events in the 
market square on the busiest shopping day. This 
culminated in an ‘interactive co-design exhibition’ that 
combined the ideas from previous events with new 
creative co-design solutions developed as part of the 
exhibition (Figure 2). In total 2300 people were 
involved in the project with 700 having an active 
creative contribution. 
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Figure 2: Beyond the Castle – Interactive Co-Design Exhibition.  
The application of participatory design approaches 
applied in BTC were critical in the success of the 
project. For example the visualisation and design of 
events and their communication throughout the project 
was a key component in policy-setting debates going on 
within the council at the time of the project. This new 
participatory approach contrasts with the previous 
methods that tended to consist of saying ‘this is what we 
have decided, what do you think?’ or ‘consulting at’ 
people. 
The openness of the project and the emergent, citizen-
led element was initially problematic for the council 
officers. However, the positive outcomes from the 
project have no only brought about changes in the 
processes of co-design and consultation in the City and 
County Councils, but have also had an effect on the 
policy. The BTC project report is being used as the 
briefing document that planners and landscape 
architects will respond to when they are applying to 
undertake the master planning and development of the 
area around the castle. In this way the detailed co-design 
proposals documented in the report are helping to shape 
the policy for development in that space for the next 15 
years.  
A key success of BTC was the recognition by local and 
regional policy makers that such a collaborative 
approach – enabled by participatory design - has the 
potential to enhance how they will undertake projects of 
this nature in the future. 
DISCUSSION 
Participatory policy development approaches present 
challenges to policy makers. Traditional top-down 
policy making has for many years often consulted with 
citizens in a cursory manner, essentially playing lip-
service to their views. As there has been a societal shift 
towards closer engagement with citizens in policy 
development, the challenges of a devolved and 
democratised decision making process have resulted in 
tensions that traditional policy approaches have been 
unable to address. 
By their very nature participatory policy development 
approaches requires the relinquishing of (some) power 
to citizens. In doing so policy makers need to accept 
that the decision and resultant policy may not be the 
same as they would ideally imagine. This gap between 
the ideal policy from a policy makers’ perspective, and 
the preferred policy from a citizens’ perspective, can be 
the deal breaker in terms of embracing participatory 
policy making. 
Engagement of citizens in policy making does not 
happen without investment in relationship building. In 
some instances there is often a reticence towards policy 
making (and policy makers). Barriers to the 
development of meaningful and mutually beneficial 
relationship can be resource and time intensive and a 
long term perspective may be needed to build 
confidence between the various stakeholder groups. In 
such instances there is a need to understand the nature 
of co-created policy will be manifest. We must 
remember that citizens are not experiences in policy 
development and as such are not able to imagine how a 
policy will be developed and implemented. 
To address the above challenges novel approaches are 
required if effective participatory policy making and 
engagement is to be fostered. By its very nature 
participatory design approaches value the contribution 
of the user – or citizen – in the development process. By 
placing the citizen in a position of relative importance, 
such approaches can empower the masses by recognise 
their contribution is not only valued but will inform the 
resultant policy development. Design provides a 
mechanism for the creative contribution of individuals 
by scaffolding their input. By facilitating the dialogue 
between policy makers and citizens, participatory 
design approaches has the ability to reduce the ‘them 
and us’ mindset often present in consultative policy 
development. The use of visual creative communication 
techniques, as exemplified within BTC, brings down 
barriers between the ‘expert and user’ extremes and 
supports iterative and open discussion. 
A key potential contribution of participatory design to 
policy making is in the form of physical prototypes 
which are able to consolidate an idea in a communicable 
form. The manifestation of an idea for a given policy 
situation in a physical form provides a ‘discussion 
point’ and takes talk into the arena of an actionable 
policy idea. The co-design practices employed within 
the development of the BTC exhibition are an effective 
example of how designerly creativity can draw out 
valuable ideal from a multitude of citizens. The 
essential aspect of this approach is removing barriers 
between the designer and citizen with this having 
distinct parallels through the removal of barriers 
between the policy maker and citizen. 
Application of creative techniques is central to design 
supporting participatory policy development. Without 
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such approaches – that are core to participatory design – 
the contribution of design would be minimal and 
perhaps reduced to the creation of nicely designed 
posters for consultation meetings. The key thrust of 
participatory design, and its contribution to policy 
development, is the ability of designers to develop 
citizen-engaging, idea generating, and mutually 
rewarding contexts that citizens and policy makers can 
conduct inhabit resulting in truly participatory policy 
development. Through such application, policy 
development, implementation and evaluation can be 
addressed through the contribution of a multitude of 
perspectives in a democratised manner. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The case study indicates a change in the attitude of the 
Council in respect of engagement with local citizens and 
the community. The participatory design (co-design) 
process breaks into the ‘usual’ implementation of the 
policy cycle, introducing a “leap of faith [which] doesn't 
sit very well within the Council, because we're used to 
having set outcomes and controlling it”. 
A key finding from case study was the perceived long-
term value of the project (impacts) as a means of 
enhancing the policy-making process at the local level. 
This was distinct from its immediate effects (outcomes) 
of imbuing a community sense of engagement and the 
generation of ideas of a particular quality and depth. 
However given that the BTC project report is now a 
briefing document which planners and landscape 
architects ‘will have to respond to’ when applying to 
undertake the subsequent planning and development of 
the area around the castle is a significant step in 
ensuring project value – value expected to be 
maintained for the next 15 years. The output of a 
participatory design project is now being employed as a 
policy briefing document that has the potential to 
influence on-going policy development and as such acts 
as a legacy that can inform participatory policy 
development at a local and regional level for the 
foreseeable future. 
In summary, the authors assert that participatory design 
has direct value in informing the development of 
participatory policy, particularly in respect of:  
• access to relevant information 
• independent voice in decision-making 
• active involvement of users 
• increased learning and communications 
• address increasingly complex problems 
• anticipating design ‘before use’ 
The above participatory design characteristics are 
evident in the case study and demonstrate how active 
community participation in the design process promotes 
and informs policy development, as a credible 
alternative to the traditional policy making process at 
the local level. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents the case study of an applied 
research project called “Communication Design 
for Welfare and Social Policies” (Politecnico di 
Milano), which focused on the production of 
awareness-raising campaigns on social 
emergencies, within the actions of the “Plan for 
development of Welfare” of the Municipality of 
Milan. The Department of Social Policies and 
Culture of Health was, in particular, involved as 
institutional partner; also, some Milanese citizens 
acted as active protagonists of the campaigns. 
The project turned, this way, into a participative 
arena, shared at institutional level (cooperation 
between university and local administration), and 
with the potential involvement of all the 
stakeholders of social innovation process (non-
governmental organisations, associations, groups 
of citizens, private sponsors and business, etc.). 
From a theoretical point of view, this paper 
outlines how Design, and particularly 
Communication Design, may support the spreading 
of social innovation, and contribute to the 
integration of innovation processes within the 
development of social policies of a government. 
INTRODUCTION 
In order to face and give new responses to pressing 
social demands, governments are promoting the 
integration of innovation processes into their social 
policies, which primarily refer to guidelines, principles, 
legislation and activities that affect the living conditions 
conducive to citizen welfare. Basically, social 
innovation refers to novel solutions geared to respond to 
social needs, support human welfare and safeguard 
vulnerable groups in society; moreover, at a systemic 
level, it relates also to processes of awareness-raising 
towards fundamental changes in people’s attitudes and 
values. 
Besides other few actors – such as broker agencies – 
that are already playing a role in easing flows of 
knowledge, resources and best practice, and supporting 
organisational growth, also Design may effectively 
contribute to connect the “pull” (demand for innovation 
generated by real social needs) and “push” (a supply of 
workable, and communicable, ideas) of the social 
innovation system. 
Particularly Communication Design may perform a 
function of direction and facilitation of information 
exchange processes, and may “shape” specific 
communication contents to meet goals and synthesise 
the points of view (communication as a form of 
“mediation”) of the different actors involved, both 
governmental and non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs), citizens, etc. Through the designed 
communication artefacts and systems, Communication 
Design may act as a trigger and vehicle for production, 
development, and dissemination of new ideas and views 
on society, as well as new services or organisational 
models initiated by governments. Also, it exerts a 
transformative function towards citizens, guiding their 
choices and behaviours and changing their perception of 
society, up to raise awareness on social emergencies. 
Within this framework, this paper presents the case 
study of an applied research project developed at 
Politecnico di Milano, focused on the production of 
awareness-raising campaigns geared to sensitise on the 
safeguard of citizens’ rights, particularly of the most 
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vulnerable ones, and against any form of exclusion and 
discrimination. The Department of Social Policies and 
Culture of Health of the Municipality of Milan 
participated to the project as institutional partner. In a 
view of participatory process and active citizenship, 
some groups of Milanese were also involved in the 
development of the project, as protagonists and 
testimonials of the communication campaigns. 
A significant example was a campaign dedicated to the 
loneliness of the elderly (“A small gesture”); its aim 
was to encourage the younger generation, as a part of 
the solution, to socialise with lonely elderly people, with 
simple but effective actions in everyday life. This 
campaign, in particular, was afterwards adopted among 
the actions of the “Plan for the development of Welfare” 
of the city of Milan. 
CASE STUDY: ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP AND 
LOCAL PARTICIPATION FOR SOCIAL 
INNOVATION 
Among the several lines of research developed at the 
Design Department of Politecnico di Milano, a field of 
investigation has been oriented towards the topic of 
Social Innovation, investigating specifically how 
Communication Design may effectively contribute to 
solve pressing social demands and support the 
development of human welfare. Both research projects 
and teaching experimentations that have been developed 
in such field have lead to significant results in terms of 
theoretical reflection, and design solutions; also, they 
have highlighted interesting opportunities of 
cooperation with other stakeholders, in terms of 
participatory process. 
Among others, an applied research project called 
“Communication Design for Welfare and Social 
Policies” was developed at Politecnico di Milano, 
within the teaching activities of the Bachelor Degree in 
Communication Design (School of Design). This 
project focused on the production of awareness-raising 
campaigns geared to sensitise on the safeguard of 
citizens’ rights, particularly of the most vulnerable ones 
(e.g. children, elderly, people with temporary or 
permanent disabilities, etc.), and against any form of 
exclusion and discrimination (e.g. homophobia, sexism, 
racism, etc.).  
The choice was to act locally in the urban area, and the 
city of Milan was chosen as the case in point for 
developing a variety of awareness-raising campaigns; 
some groups of Milanese were also actively involved in 
the project, as main recipients of the communication 
actions. Moreover, it was significant the involvement – 
as institutional partner – of the Department of Social 
Policies and Culture of Health of the Municipality of 
Milan, which offered its support to the project by 
providing information and documentation on the several 
themes treated, and also, by making available its 
network of contacts, in a view of participatory process. 
This, hence, allowed: 
� to legitimise and, at the same time, make the design 
experimentations more effective through the 
participation of an institutional partner with real 
needs and requirements; 
� to have the opportunity to put in place the design 
solutions (one or more campaigns) and spread them 
throughout the city territory, with the sponsorship 
of the city of Milan, with a real and an effective 
contribution to improving the welfare of the city; 
� to establish a virtuous cooperation process between 
two public institutions (university and local 
administration), operating on the same city area, in 
a view of local participation; 
� to take advantage of the existing network of 
contacts, headed by the Municipality of Milan, by 
identifying other potential actors to involve in the 
process of social innovation (non-governmental 
organisations, no-profit associations, organised 
groups of citizens, private sponsors and business, 
etc.), in order to act systemically and activate a 
participatory process with all the stakeholders. 
The communication campaigns were articulated in 
systems of both conventional and unconventional 
artefacts/media (websites / blogs, videos, posters, cards, 
stickers, etc.), aiming to inform and raise awareness on 
the existing problems, and actively engage each 
individual into the process of change, through even 
small but concrete actions. 
Active citizenship was specifically assumed as a key-
element to sustain cohesion and social integration. On 
the one hand, by fostering the exercise of the rights by 
any citizen; on the other hand, by stimulating an active 
participation to the life of local community, territory 
and even city government, and promoting the principles 
of responsibility and “mutual aid” among people. In 
fact, it is assumed that everyone can be, even 
occasionally, “vulnerable” and in a condition of 
emergency or “temporary disability” (e.g. those who 
have to move with strollers, crutches or heavy shopping 
bags on paths impeded by architectural barriers or, more 
frequently invaded by uncivilized motorists). 
With this view, one of the designed campaigns was, for 
example, dedicated to the loneliness of the elderly, and 
aimed at sensitising the younger generation to the 
socialisation with lonely elderly people who dwell near 
by. The core of the message (“A small gesture for…”) 
encourages simple but effective actions of young people 
towards the older in everyday life; and promotes the 
encounter between old and new generations as an 
occasion for socialisation for the former, and an 
opportunity to rediscover activities and experiences of 
life for the latter. This campaign in particular was 
afterwards adopted by the Municipality of Milan, 
among the actions of the “Plan for the development of 
Welfare”. 
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The peculiarity of this campaign was, also, that its 
realisation was implemented by exactly experimenting 
the content itself of communication, e.g. the “small 
gesture”. Some couples of young and elderly Milanese 
(e.g. a boy with his grandmother, or a girl with his 
grandfather) were, in fact, portrayed together on the 
several supports (e.g. posters, cards, etc.) while 
accomplishing actions of everyday life (such as 
gardening, cooking, and so on). They were actively 
involved in the project, but not simply as “models” 
selected among common people, but rather as subjects 
whose real-life gestures were photographically 
documented in-place and taken as emblematic situations 
of generational cooperation. 
 
 
Figure 1: Communication Campaign “A small gesture”. The specific 
sensitisation message says: “A small gesture… to tile the relations”. 
 
 
Figure 2: Other posters of the campaign “A small gesture”. 
 
 
Figure 3-4: Communication Campaign “A small gesture”. 
 
 
Figure 5: Real-life actions photographically documented in-place and 
taken as emblematic situations of generational cooperation. 
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A key-aspect was thus the involvement of the same 
recipients of communication as “active” protagonists of 
the campaign: “real” citizens portrayed in posters and 
other media, offering their faces to a social cause. At 
another level, a system of installations in the city during 
dedicated events, together with digital social networks 
(such as Facebook), were also used to amplify an active 
participation of people in the communication project: 
anyone can be a “testimonial” for the campaign. 
The theoretical questions raised by the presented case 
study can be linked to two main areas of investigation: 
the first one refers to processes of social innovation in 
relation to governments policies; the second one 
concerns the role of communication design in spreading 
social innovation. 
INTEGRATING INNOVATION INTO SOCIAL 
POLICIES: TOWARDS A PARTICIPATORY 
PROCESS 
Social policies, within the government of a city – such 
as that of a region or a state –, primarily refer to 
guidelines, principles, legislation and activities that 
affect the living conditions conducive to citizen welfare 
(Newburn 2013). They are developed to tackle issues of 
collective relevance and refer to different public 
interventions ranging from the fair distribution of 
resources and opportunities, to the promotion of the 
quality of life. They aim at guaranteeing both the rights 
and the duties of individuals, and safeguarding the 
principle of equality and social cohesion. Important 
areas of intervention of social policies are, for instance: 
social care, social inclusion/integration, child protection, 
education policy, health care, etc. The main purpose of 
social policies is the establishing of a “welfare state”, 
that is a social system in which the state plays a key role 
in the protection and promotion of the economic and 
social well-being of its citizens. The welfare state is 
based on the principles of equality of opportunity, 
equitable distribution of resources, and public 
responsibility for those unable to avail themselves of the 
minimal provisions for a good life (Encyclopædia 
Britannica 2013). 
Recently, in order to face and give new responses to 
pressing social demands, governments are promoting 
the integration of social innovation processes into their 
policies (Mulgan and Albury 2003; Røste 2005). 
Innovation is considered a driving force of welfare and 
contributes to increasing the standard of living (Rosted 
et al. 2009). The term “social”, put in relation with the 
term “innovation”, refers to the kind of value that novel 
products, services and models – e.g. innovations – are 
expected to deliver: a value that is less concerned with 
profit and more with issues such as quality of life, 
solidarity and well-being.  
Social innovation relates to solutions to social problems, 
which are more effective, efficient, sustainable, or just 
than present solutions and for which the value created 
accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than 
private individuals (Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller 2008). 
It is about developing new ideas to tackle social 
problems or meet social needs, covering wide fields 
which range from new models of childcare to web-
based social networks, from the provision of domestic 
healthcare to new ways of encouraging people to 
exchange cars for bicycles in cities, and the 
development of global fair-trade chains, etc. 
Social innovations may be new products, services, 
initiatives, organisational models or approaches to the 
delivery of public services (Mulgan and Albury 2003; 
Mulgan 2007). Some are modest and incremental; 
others are systemic and fundamental, such as the major 
shifts required to move to, for instance, a low carbon 
society. Other examples include new services (e.g. a 
remotely-delivered care for a wider health and social 
care system) and new social enterprises (e.g. a magazine 
sold by immigrants or homeless people). Basically, such 
solutions respond to pressing social demands and are 
directed towards vulnerable groups in society: both 
those manifesting any kind of “frailties” (children, 
elderly, people with temporary or permanent 
disabilities, etc.) and those hit by forms of 
discrimination (homophobia, sexism, racism, etc.). 
Moreover, at a more systemic level, social innovation 
relates also to fundamental changes in people’s attitudes 
and values: initiatives relating to actions to make 
citizens more aware of climate change and recycling are 
examples of this process of sensitisation. 
Social innovations are improvements that are social in 
both their ends and their means: specifically, new 
products, services and models that simultaneously meet 
social needs (more effectively than alternatives) and 
create new social relationships or collaborations. This 
implies a new working mode of governance, across 
traditional fields of responsibilities, by means of 
affecting the process of social interactions and with an 
active involvement of citizens: social innovations are 
not only good for society but also enhance society’s 
capacity to (re)act. 
Social innovation, which is often initiated by 
institutions, thus plays a part in reshaping society as a 
more participative arena. As highlighted by BEPA, the 
Bureau of European Policy Advisers of the European 
Commission, the process of social interactions between 
individuals undertaken to reach certain outcomes is 
participatory, involves a number of actors and 
stakeholders who have a vested interest in solving a 
social problem, and empowers the beneficiaries (Hubert 
et al. 2011). 
Social needs have until now been regarded as political 
challenges and not as business challenges, implying that 
the responsibility for finding solutions rested with the 
political world. The private/public demarcation line is 
becoming increasingly blurred and is being challenged 
by a myriad of companies, in particular leading global 
ones. This should not be regarded as “charity”, as it 
should be maintained the economic focus and the look 
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for revenue opportunities. Companies have just to 
change their business culture: it is a shift of perspective, 
as well as an assumption of responsibility towards 
sustainable and socially useful actions, which can be at 
the same time a business opportunity and a driver for 
innovation. They have to listen to and form partnerships 
with other companies, non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) and governments. They need to open up their 
innovation processes and create new solutions in 
collaboration with their partners. 
Finally, nevertheless many of social improvements can 
be viewed also as economic opportunities: 
developments in information and communications 
technologies have created new possibilities for 
improving our ability to meet social needs, such as 
eHealth in healthcare or virtual schools in education, as 
well as helping to better meet care needs of an ageing 
population. Social development may thus be an 
important business area and a core driver of innovation 
for private companies (Rosted et al. 2009). 
THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATION DESIGN IN 
SPREADING SOCIAL INNOVATION: 
FUNCTIONS AND ETHICAL IMPLICATIONS 
Scaling up social innovations requires action by 
government, entrepreneurs and investors (Moss Kanter 
2005). According to NESTA, four conditions are 
essential to develop sustainable and socially innovative 
products, services and models on a large scale (Mulgan, 
Ali, Halkett and Sanders 2007): demand for innovation 
generated by real social needs – the “pull”; a supply of 
workable (and communicable) ideas – the “push”; 
connecting the two with the right organisational form; 
on-going organisational ability to learn and adapt to the 
evolving external environment. 
There are currently too few intermediary bodies 
connecting the “pull” (demand for innovation generated 
by real social needs) and “push” (a supply of workable, 
and communicable, ideas) of the social innovation 
system. Correctly established, they can facilitate flows 
of knowledge, resources and best practice (Maddock 
2007), and support organisational growth – for example 
in mobilising important allies (Mulgan 2006). A key-
role in this process can be indubitably played by broker 
agencies (e.g. the Young Foundation or NESTA in the 
UK), which can cultivate and nurture social innovation. 
But an important contribution can be, also, given by 
Design and, particularly, by Communication Design. 
Studies on design management and design-driven 
innovation clearly show how Design could play a key-
role in innovation processes: a role of “mediation” of 
stakeholders’ needs and goals, by developing design 
solutions (artefacts, systems, services, etc.), which are a 
“synthesis” of multiple functions (structural/operational 
as well as communicative) that give answers to several 
requirements defined by different actors (Celaschi 
2008a; 2008b; Celaschi et al. 2009). For instance, many 
leading design firms – such as IDEO with its online 
offshoot OpenIDEO – are leveraging innovative design 
processes for the development of solutions for social 
issues (Lakhani, Fayard, Levina and Pokrywa 2012). 
Moreover, Communication Design may specifically 
perform a function of direction and facilitation of the 
information exchange processes, plus “shaping” specific 
communication contents to meet goals and synthesise 
the points of view of the different stakeholders 
involved, that is – in a process of Social Innovation – 
both governmental and non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs), citizens, etc. 
Also, Design may be a trigger for innovation, by 
creating discontinuities and “breaking” logics and 
practices that are often conservative and reluctant to 
changes, both for companies and, even more, for 
governments (Celaschi and Deserti 2007). Design-
driven innovation is pushed by a vision about possible 
new product meanings and languages that could spread 
throughout society: innovation starts from the 
comprehension of subtle and unspoken dynamics in 
sociocultural models and results in proposing radically 
new meanings and languages that often imply a change 
in sociocultural regimes (Verganti 2008; 2009). 
Furthermore, Design gets closer to people and helps to 
better understand their needs. This approach, also 
known as “user-centred design”, may contribute to deep 
understanding of broader changes in society, culture, 
and technology (Frascara 1997). 
Within the design disciplines, the area that contributes 
to improving human well-being and social conditions is 
sometimes defined as Social Design. Social Design 
relates to - among others’ - Victor Papanek’s vision 
about “Responsible Design”: designers and creative 
professionals have responsibility over the choices they 
make and are able to cause a real change in the world 
through good design. Design should also become a 
means to contribute to transforming the society 
(Papanek 1971 [1984]), by developing something new 
or by upgrading something so that it becomes better 
(Papanek 1995). Papanek also remarks on designing for 
people’s needs rather than designers’ wills (Papanek 
1971 [1984]). Victor Margolin also contributed to the 
definition of Social Design, by affirming the designer’s 
ability to envision and give form on material and 
immaterial products that can address human problems 
on broad scale and contribute to social well-being 
(Margolin 2002). 
Social responsibility of design and its contribution to the 
improvements of society and human well-being should 
be considered, in reality, at the basis of the profession of 
designers. It is not a coincidence that such view is 
particularly stressed by the definition of design 
currently adopted by ICSID, the International Council 
of Societies of Industrial Design, which refers and to 
what was already expressed by Tomás Maldonado in 
1961 (Maldonado 1970). 
According to the ICSID definition (ICSID 2013), design 
is a creative activity whose aim is to establish the multi-
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faceted qualities of objects, processes, services and their 
systems in whole life cycles; therefore, design is the 
central factor of innovative humanisation of 
technologies and the crucial factor of cultural and 
economic exchange. Design seeks to discover and 
assess structural, organisational, functional, expressive 
and economic relationships, with the task of: 
� enhancing global sustainability and environmental 
protection (global ethics); 
� giving benefits and freedom to the entire human 
community, individual and collective final users, 
producers and market protagonists (social ethics); 
� supporting cultural diversity despite the 
globalisation of the world (cultural ethics); 
� giving products, services and systems, those forms 
that are expressive of (semiology) and coherent 
with (aesthetics) their proper complexity. 
Thus, design is an activity involving a wide spectrum of 
professions in which products, services, graphics, 
interiors and architecture all take part; together, these 
activities – in a choral way with other related 
professions – should further enhance the value of life. In 
relation to that, the ICSID definition also emphasizes 
that the term “designer” refers to an individual who 
practices an intellectual profession, and not simply a 
trade or a service for enterprises. 
These considerations relate to the concept of “ethics of 
responsibility”, which was introduced by the 
philosopher and politologist Max Weber (Weber 1919 
[1994]) and, later, taken up and reworked by Hans Jonas 
(Jonas 1979 [1984]), the father of the so-called 
“sustainable development”. The term “ethics” comes 
from the Greek “ethos” which means “behaviour”; 
“responsibility” is a concept that comes from the Latin 
“respondeo”, a verb that means “to answer”. 
Consequently, the expression “ethics of responsibility” 
can be meant as a “behaviour responding to someone or 
something”, always acting anticipating and keeping in 
mind the consequences of its actions. 
Any area of Design may affect people’s life, with its 
creative productions; therefore, it should always assume 
an ethical vision of its process, by having in mind the 
consequences, thus the responsibility, of the impact it 
could have, in both positive and negative way. This 
reflection must be strictly taken into account, above all 
if we consider that Communication Design – 
particularly mass-media communication – has a great 
influence and exerts a transformative function towards 
people, and – through the designed communication 
artefacts and systems – may guide citizens’ choices and 
behaviours by changing their perception of society. 
However, this could be used in a positive way, by 
supporting social innovation, up to raise awareness 
towards social emergencies, such as racism, 
discrimination, violence against women, child abuse and 
neglect, road safety, elder loneliness, home safety, etc. 
According to this view, Communication Design in Italy 
is historically connected to the work of Albe Steiner and 
the so-called “Grafica di pubblica utilità” (literally 
“Graphics of public utility”). In this expression, 
formalised for the first time in the Sixties by Steiner 
(Steiner 1973), the term “public” refers both to the 
client (mainly composed by public institutions or 
governments), and the system of users (citizens); the 
term “utility” emphasises the usefulness of information 
within the cultural, social or educational spheres. 
The historical legacy of the “Grafica di pubblica utilità” 
can be found today in some areas of Communication 
Design, in which the notions of ethics, sustainability, 
accessibility, participation, are still fundamental values; 
and in which being at the service of society is still at the 
heart of the designer’s activity. 
In this view, Communication Design may have several 
functions (Bucchetti 2012). 
� A function of service, which implies a 
“communication engineering” acting when it is 
necessary to facilitate the communication processes 
(that is what might be called “communication 
ergonomics”, or more properly “access design” or 
“design of the communication access”). Suffice to 
think of the prescriptive forms of communication, 
all forms of instructions that direct and accompany 
us within a territory so that we can get to a place, a 
service, a result (wayfinding). 
� A function of education/information, characterised 
by actions of awareness-raising, and shaping of 
consciences and behaviours. Communication 
Design plays an essential role within society by “in-
forming”, in the sense of disclosing and making 
known all that is of interest to the community. It 
creates a political consciousness, and counteracts 
the misinformation of some advertisement 
messages, and the partial (both fragmentary and 
prejudiced) information of some political 
communications (Pignotti 1984). It thus tends to 
produce changes in people’s imaginary, sensitivity 
and behaviours, within public institutions, private 
sectors or no-profit organisations. Such function is 
realised through campaigns informing people about 
specific social emergencies and about behaviours to 
adopt for preventing or solving them.  
� A “generative” function, which is related to the 
potentiality of Social Communication (Mancini 
2004) to generate and enhance the social fabric, 
through the creation of social ties: in this case, the 
communication actions supports the widespread of 
relationality, solidarity and inclusion. Also, 
Communication Design may sustain actions of 
“advocacy”, to increase active citizenship, as well 
as social responsibility as a whole. The entire 
system of communication artefacts (websites / 
blogs, videos, posters, packaging, other media for 
unconventional communication, etc.) encourages 
the wide participation of the civil society and to 
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involve all the stakeholders to promote ideas, 
projects, and services of public interest. 
Given that, Communication may deeply affect the 
construction of the identity of subjects and the future of 
society, it is more and more important to focus on 
actions geared to create and spread people’s awareness, 
education, critical sense and sensibility. 
Visual Cultures and Communication Design may, in this 
sense, give important contributions, coming up beside 
those historically developed by Social Sciences (Gadotti 
2005; Gadotti and Bernocchi 2010). They may support 
responsibly the “visual construction” of social context. 
At a pragmatic level, they may provide design solutions 
offering useful responses to a rethinking of collective 
behaviours and support the production and the 
dissemination of new ideas and views on society. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The applied research project called “Communication 
Design for Welfare and Social Policies” and the specific 
communication campaign developed on elderly 
loneliness (“A small gesture”) led to significant results 
in terms of design solutions, and theoretical reflections; 
also, it highlighted interesting opportunities in terms of 
participatory process. 
Firstly Communication Design, in fact, may effectively 
contribute to solve pressing social demands and support 
the development of human welfare. Through the 
designed communication artefacts and systems, 
Communication Design may act as a facilitator and a 
vehicle for the production, development, and 
dissemination of new ideas and views on society, as 
well as new services or organisational models initiated 
by governments. Also, it exerts a transformative 
function towards citizens, guiding their choices and 
behaviours and changing their perception of society, up 
to raise awareness on social emergencies. 
Secondly, Communication Design may specifically 
perform a function of direction and easing of the 
information exchange processes, plus shaping specific 
communication contents to meet goals and synthesise 
the points of view of the different stakeholders 
involved, that are – in a process of Social Innovation – 
both governmental and non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs), citizens, etc. 
Beyond the specific campaign developed, the design 
experiment can be modelled: the same participatory 
process can be declined to other “vulnerable” people; 
the involvement of public institutions (top-down) and 
the citizens that are the recipients of communication 
(bottom-up) can be systematised and replicated. 
For future design experiments, what can be encouraged 
is the participation of other subjects to the project (e.g. 
associations, psychologists and sociologists, experts in 
social communication, etc.), in order to better define 
sensitisation messages that are so complex and difficult 
to convey in an easy and concrete way. 
Moreover, from a participatory point of view, the 
project let to lay the foundation of an observatory and a 
permanent laboratory of design experimentations on 
social innovation, which can be used as shared platform 
between the two institutions involved (university and 
local administration), with the potential participation of 
all the stakeholders of social innovation process (non-
governmental organisations, no-profit associations, 
organised groups of citizens, private sponsors and 
business, etc.). 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper describes how a participatory research 
process called situation mapping has been used to 
identify the way information services are generated 
and delivered to passengers in an Australian public 
transport system. The exercise has been used to 
gain insights into the current situation and how 
best innovative digital information services might 
be added to improve customer experience. This 
paper focuses on how the process has enabled an 
academic research team to engage individuals 
working in public transport provider organisations, 
contribute to building capability within the 
organisations in line with their strategic intent, and 
ultimately create a shared understanding of the 
application space that will lead to innovative 
interventions. While the overarching goal is to 
improve customer experience this has to be done 
within the context of other operational goals and 
complex relationships between different divisions 
within the service provider organisation. Using a 
participation-based approach has enabled the 
research to penetrate some of the more subtle 
organisational and governance factors involved in 
applying new technologies to complex application 
spaces. 
INTRODUCTION 
In this paper, we are asking, what is the benefit of using 
situation mapping to the individuals exposed to the 
process, the organisation and to project outcomes? 
In this application, the use of situation mapping as a 
research methodology has been highly reliant on the 
willingness of employees — in this case public transport 
service providers — to participate in an exploratory 
research exercise where the ultimate end-point is 
unclear. The reasons for this arise from the nature of the 
research — high-risk exploratory research involving 
researchers from a wide array of different technical 
disciplines — and from the complexity of the 
governance arrangements in organisations involved in 
the planning and delivery of public transport services as 
well as the complexity of the public transport system 
itself. 
The research is part of a program supported by the 
federal government to investigate the use of digital 
information and human machine interaction 
technologies within public transport environments. It is 
being carried out by a core team of five academic 
researchers in collaboration with industry partners from 
state government agencies responsible for planning and 
operating public transport services, a local government 
organisation interested in the area and architectural 
design and engineering consultants working in the 
public transport space. 
To scope the research, the academic research team has 
proposed and led a values-based process of participatory 
research involving interviews and workshops to create 
the input information needed to create a series of 
situation maps. 
The paper begins by providing an outline of the fields of 
knowledge that have been drawn upon to inspire the 
way in which the situation mapping exercise has been 
approached. These are described in the background. The 
paper then discusses how these ideas have been 
combined to inform the selection of participatory 
methods used to collate information inputs from 
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stakeholders and them synthesis it into useful outputs 
within the situation mapping framework. This is 
described in the methodology section. Following this, 
the application of the situation mapping methodology to 
the application space is discussed, highlighting the 
benefits of engaging with stakeholders using a 
participatory framework of this kind, the opportunity to 
build capability within organisations and finally the 
chance to innovate through the insights that emerge 
from the process. 
BACKGROUND 
The fields of knowledge that have been drawn upon to 
support the three elements of participatory research that 
are discussed in this paper include appreciative inquiry, 
organisational learning, systems thinking and 
participatory design. Some essential features of each of 
these fields is briefly described in this section. 
ENGAGEMENT 
Rather than asking ‘What’s the problem?’ and focusing 
on negative aspects of a situation, appreciative inquiry 
begins the process of research by asking ‘What’s 
working?’ thereby engaging with people and a situation 
they are facing on a positive footing. This is done in the 
belief that employees working within organisations can 
reach more effective outcomes by building programs 
from a basis where the underlying features of the 
situation relate to one another in a complimentary or 
constructive formation. To successfully engage with 
people in this way, designers and researchers must find 
the right way of accommodating and encouraging 
reflection on positive experiences, making room for the 
interests and skills of employees when identifying 
solutions (Kensing & Blomberg 1998). Whitney et al. 
(2010) lists six freedoms — to be known in relationship 
to others (not as a job title), to be heard, to dream in 
community, to choose to contribute, to act with support 
and freedom to be positive — claiming that initiatives 
which enable employees to engage with one another on 
this basis can make the largest and most progressive 
impact on the greatest number of people. 
The same can apply to a research process where the 
manner of engagement can affect the way a situation is 
defined and ultimately understood to work. When 
researching with industry partners, this can be used to 
create buy-in from stakeholders that in turn builds 
momentum for positive change and capability within an 
organisation. 
BUILDING ORGANISATIONAL CAPABILITY 
In many transport organisations, decision-making and 
program development is dominated by the need to reach 
a relatively confined goal or target — like maintaining 
on-time running of public transport services. But when 
the goals of an organisation become broader or more 
general — like the desire to deliver public transport 
services with a ‘customer service’ focus — single 
targets can fall short. Instead, systemic change in the 
underlying culture is often required. In many cases, just 
defining what this is can be a challenge. 
Senge’s (1991) concept of organisational learning, 
which refers to the ability of the multiple sections of an 
organisation and the relationships between each of those 
sections to shift the way they operate in order to achieve 
outcomes more effectively, introduced the idea that the 
ability to be self reflective and able to change at the 
organisational level when required is a defining feature, 
or capability of any organisation. Organisational 
learning also shifted the view of organisations as 
mechanisms for the delivery of products and services to 
a more adaptive model that views the ability to respond 
to changes in the external environment as a key 
capability (Senge 1991; Golsby-Smith 2001). March 
(1991) discusses organisational renewal as requiring 
that organisations both explore and learn about new 
opportunities while concurrently exploiting what they 
have already learned. Crossan et al. (1999), in defining 
organisational learning in action, sees it as a more 
balanced approach to both acts of exploitation and 
exploration. Engineering, the traditionally predominant 
discipline in transport service provision, is heavily 
geared towards exploitation of existing processes and 
learning rather than with the exploration of new 
opportunities. In order to explore new opportunities in 
such a developed and regulated industry, each situation 
must be treated as a unique context. Stakeholders must 
embrace the ‘wicked’ nature of problems that create 
particular design challenges. Wicked problems have no 
end point and every problem can be considered as 
symptomatic of another (Rittel et al. 1973). Being 
conscious of these layers brings clarity to planning 
contexts. 
Systems thinking offers a range of frameworks for 
understanding the systemic and connected nature of 
problems, as well as a way of identifying different 
perspectives and approaches to situations where 
multiple stakeholders are involved. Systems thinking 
makes the case for visualisation by using methods such 
as rich pictures to identify general structures and 
relationships within organisations out of which 
organisational cultures emerge and differences in world-
views can be identified (Checkland 2000).  
INNOVATION OUTCOMES 
Adler (2007) argues that when organisations are large 
there are two key questions they must ask from both an 
organisational and whole of society perspective — 
‘What will we do?’ and ‘Who will it benefit?’ These 
questions become increasingly difficult to answer when 
the organisation is exposed to political pressures, 
constant scrutiny by the media, customers, 
communities, and a cities constraints and regulations. 
Defining the problem (or question) becomes a major 
object of discovery in itself (Buchanan 1992). Buchanan 
(1998), states that strategic planning requires 
community vision but does not provide the vision. 
Buchanan discusses Strategic design planning as an 
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hypothesis using design’s ability to integrate 
communication and construction with strategic 
planning, synthesising many kinds of knowledge and 
the participation of many people with different 
backgrounds and perspectives. 
METHODOLOGY 
Situation mapping is a methodology used to document 
the structural relationships between people, social 
organisations, institutions and physical systems given in 
complex industries in which there is a desire to 
understand better the perspectival differences between 
entities. The methodology uses a range of visual 
representation methods to identify and explore these 
relationships that can include business model diagrams, 
root cause analysis, systems mapping, input/output 
diagrams. They are designed to demonstrate the strong 
subjective differences evident in the interpretation of the 
situation. The basic situation mapping process uses four 
types of visual layering — entities, attributes, 
relationships and flows. Entities are the subjects that are 
wanted to be better understood, for example, people, 
business units, organisations and markets. The attributes 
are anything of relevance that may be worth noting as 
characteristics of those entities, for example, size, 
growth rate or age. The relationships are how they are 
situated in relation to each other, for example, power 
and distance. Flows are what passes between the 
entities, for example, value, currency, information and 
ideas. 
Situation maps are designed as conversational support 
tools, which are built iteratively from each conversation 
to the next. They begin as very low fidelity sketches 
with participants, and can be rendered to a higher degree 
of fidelity as they reach a workable level. 
As discussed in the background, the study draws on the 
methodologies of participatory design, organisational 
learning, appreciative inquiry and systems thinking. 
How a researcher goes about eliciting information from 
employees will affect what can be discovered during the 
situation mapping process. For example, if the 
discussion is prompted by questions around what is not 
working rather than what is working well, the key 
entities identified in the situation may be generally 
similar, but the relationships between those entities may 
be rendered very differently, highlighting the 
importance of different approaches to engagement. 
PRECEDENTS 
The methodology used in this research draws on two 
precedents. The first is Iversen et al. (2012) who carried 
out a participatory values-led project using a dialog-
based process, orchestrating, facilitating and creating 
opportunities for dialogue between stakeholders. The 
process proposed in this case used the situation maps as 
artefacts for non-confrontational discussions of 
relationships and values. Through this process the 
situation could be better defined, with a common 
naming and understanding of key factors between all 
stakeholders. 
This research also draws upon methods used by Second 
Road in 2011 when working with an Australian health 
insurer to identify ways of improving their customer 
service approach (Harrison et al. 2012). That process 
built a platform for industry innovation. Harrison et al. 
(2012) focused on finding paths of least resistance for 
industry level innovation within the healthcare sector, or 
things that could be done to create the most change for 
the least work.  
SITUATION MAPPING IN THE AUSTRALIAN 
TRANSPORT CONTEXT 
In practice situation mapping involves interviews, 
workshops, creating visual artefacts on the spot with 
participants, depending on the participant and what level 
of interaction would be useful and comfortable for 
them. At every interview, the academic facilitator 
iterates the situation maps in sketch form, identifying all 
the entities, attributes, relationships and flows of the 
relevant system, until as a group we have some models 
able to encapsulate what is commonly understood to be 
the state of play by participants. These models are never 
intended to be finished but will be a snapshot of the 
system given the information available at the time. The 
academic team and extended stakeholder group can 
leverage momentum generated during this phase to 
explore and identify opportunities based on shared 
group prioritization, taking place in participatory 
workshops, to identify where the team can work on 
distinct and focussed projects for mutually beneficial 
outcomes. 
AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC TRANSPORT CASE 
STUDY 
In the last decade, Australian cities have seen significant 
increases in public transport use. Several factors are at 
play. These factors include increases in population, 
rising petrol prices, an increasing desire to live in 
centres close to the city centre rather than on the urban 
fringes, frustration with road traffic congestion and 
drops in the take up of driving licenses by young 
people.  
The organisation responsible for the coordination and 
planning of transport services has recently undergone 
structural changes in tandem with a change in policy 
direction and culture which explicitly puts the customer 
at the centre of their operations. The academic team is 
working most closely with those employees given direct 
responsibility for improving customer experience of 
transport services, as well as other industry project 
partners including an engineering firm, an architectural 
design firm and the city council.  
EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
The engagement aspect of this research project takes 
place at two levels, firstly the employee interest and 
willingness to devote, time and resources into our 
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university-led project. Secondly, which is more at the 
organisational level engagement is the willingness of 
the stakeholders to participate and play an active role in 
solving some of Sydney’s big transport issues. A few 
years ago, this would have been more difficult due to 
the more fractured nature of service delivery and 
governance agencies within the state’s transport sector. 
 
Figure 1: A rich picture by a participant in an early workshop, 
identifying their values in relation to the application space. 
BUILDING ORGANISATIONAL CAPABILITY 
A strategic imperative for the organisation is building 
the capability of the organisation so that it can address 
the new customer experience focus and gain a more 
holistic understanding of the new governance 
arrangements. The organisation has strategic goals 
around improved integration and co-ordination across 
all levels of operating entities to achieve common goals. 
They aim to improve customer transport experience, 
reduce red-tape and strengthen relationships between 
partners, the community and other stakeholders, and 
build the capability of their staff. All of these goals can 
be contributed to through the outcomes of the situation 
mapping process. 
The new structural arrangements of the organisation 
have been described by some staff as a matrix 
organisation, where who takes responsibility for 
different aspects of projects is discussed and negotiated 
on a project-by-project basis. This represents a 
significant departure from the silo model that 
characterised ways of working on transport projects in 
the past. This change in structure presents a challenge 
and a rare opportunity to develop new methods of 
working together. 
SITUATION MAPPING IN CONTEXT 
In order to explore the possibilities for digital 
information technologies, four key stakeholder groups 
were identified, each with its own perspective given the 
different roles they play in the public transport space. 
Each of the stakeholder groups has a distinctly different 
set of interests and goals as a result. The groups include: 
• Passengers: including all users of the public 
transport system, taking an holistic approach that 
examines how use of the system fits within their 
day to day life, what it enables and what is 
important to them. 
• Providers: includes those stakeholders that play a 
direct role in the provision of public transport 
services, ranging from front-line staff and managers 
to consultants commissioned for specialist technical 
work, planners and managers within the planning 
organisation and industry groups engaged in the 
development and installation of physical systems. 
• Precinct: including all stakeholders in the close 
vicinity of public transport hubs, interchange 
points, stations and stops such as the shops and 
businesses, land owners and local government 
bodies that may or may not be dependent on the 
interchange for transport access but are affected in 
some way, such as taking advantage of high 
volumes of pedestrian traffic, thereby forming a 
key relationship within the public transport 
environment. 
• Policy-makers: stakeholders in the policy group 
are those responsible for governance and related 
decision-making. Stakeholders in this group set 
strategic goals for the system, determine funding 
priorities, set regulatory frameworks and determine 
administrative structures within agencies and 
relationships between government authorities, 
forming a key link with wider government policy. 
This group also includes elected government, 
having responsibility for representing the priorities 
and needs of the general community. 
 
 
Figure 2 shows a simple situation map that illustrates basic 
information flows and decision-making drivers between the four key 
stakeholder groups listed above.  
The academic research team is developing situation 
maps that articulate the needs and priorities of people 
within each of these stakeholder groups with a particular 
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emphasis on where and how digital information 
technologies can be used to make a positive contribution 
to meeting their needs within the public transport 
environment. What has been interesting and useful 
about this example is the realisation of there being little 
to no communication between public transport providers 
and stakeholders in the precinct group. This is an 
example of a missed opportunity. 
 
Figure 3 shows another way of visualising the people and 
relationships between the four key stakeholder groups. 
INNOVATION OUTCOMES 
This research is demonstrating the internal cultures for 
innovation within the transport system, through 
identifying the appetites for change and risk. It is 
evident that the transport network in the city is heavily 
limited by its historical development, both from a 
physical level through infrastructure constraints and also 
from a governance and organisational level, which has 
led to a fractured delivery of services. This is changing 
dramatically. There has never been more of an 
opportunity and mandate to collaborate across 
stakeholders to deliver service outcomes. The transport 
planning and coordination organisation, having recently 
developed a strong customer centric approach, is now 
driven by customer outcomes across the different 
sections within the organisation and beyond to key 
providers, contractors and stakeholders. The digital 
technology grant is situated as an opportunity within the 
physical constraints of the system, but in order to act, 
we must also address the challenges faced when 
communicating between the different divisions within 
the organisation.  
To date we have held first round interviews from the 
provider and policy perspectives, the majority of which 
have been the employees of the transport spanning and 
coordination agency. We have mapped some of the new 
internal information flows and decision-making 
processes, and this work marks the first time they have 
been visually captured. From the Precinct perspective, 
we have held multi-stakeholder workshops involving 
many of our project partners. The ideas discussed in 
these meetings have been quite broad, and in some 
respects getting broader as we talk to more stakeholders 
with different professional roles and disciplinary 
backgrounds. Quite senior staff have attended many 
interviews and workshops, which is a strong early sign 
that what we are doing is considered useful to their 
organisations. The actual situation maps interestingly 
are not in demand as finished artefacts, but are 
constantly changing and sketch-like, being captured in 
workshop outputs or interview recordings, these are 
then built on in following sessions or are stored for 
future reference. Project momentum is building and we 
now have identified seven different opportunities for 
exploring and building digital information prototypes. 
The discussion around the next phase of work involves 
issues ranging from long-term strategy questions to 
details relating to technical interventions on train 
platforms. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Situation mapping has provided the academic team with 
a great platform for innovation amongst our 
stakeholders. It created the space for us to interview and 
hold workshops across a broad range of topics spanning 
beyond the original scope of our research. The benefits 
to the organisations involved in terms of engagement, 
capability building and innovation outcomes are only 
beginning to emerge as stakeholders continue to be 
exposed to this type of participatory research method. 
The academic team under the guise of situation mapping 
has had the ability to experiment with methods, and 
change approaches and direction to suit the needs of the 
research at the time while maintaining the core 
‘visualisation’ aspect of the process. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper presents a series of insights, discussions 
and methodologies relating to our experiences 
gained while carrying out research ‘in the wild’ in 
order to drive IT-based innovation within a rural 
context. It draws upon personal observation, 
ethnography in a real-world setting and related 
contexts, in which the authors have carried out 
research. The research work presented is novel in 
that we took a stance in which we asked the 
stakeholders to co-realise the methods we adopted 
in order that they might participate in the research 
with us. However, this was not necessarily the 
most effective way of working with the 
communities. We also discuss the problems 
associated with working with disparate 
communities of interest and working with people 
on an individual/familial basis as opposed to 
traditional participatory workshop-style methods. 
To further contextualise the research: the system 
that we developed was based on the creation of 
personalised digital books – the project was 
conceptualised around letting people ‘map’ the 
‘unmapped’, thereby providing local 
understandings of both people and place. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
To introduce the paper we have chosen to present a brief 
overview of our position in regards to the research. In 
order to understand the existing practices (in relation to 
the context of the work) of the stakeholders we initially 
used ethnographic methods. This was done so that we 
would be able to innovate in an appropriate, 
understandable way and work with the community in a 
sustainable manner, so the IT-systems that were co-
produced could fit with the existing practices of the said 
community. A failure to do this could have led to a 
rejection of the system and a refusal to work with the 
research team. Within the project we engaged with a 
number of communities: research, governmental and the 
local community. This strategy was adopted because of 
the nature of the system being produced, which we shall 
expand upon.  
Many IT-systems cannot be successfully run by a lay 
community, both in terms of the skills needed to operate 
such systems at a technical level and because of the 
costs associated with running such systems.  We needed 
to engage with a number of stakeholder communities 
and for the innovation to occur as part of this multi-
stakeholder participation. In order for our system to be 
adopted (post-engagement) the design needed to gain 
‘traction’ with larger governmental organisations. The 
organisation that we worked with was able to further 
have input into the project and enabled us to gain further 
participation from ‘experts’ within the field that we 
were working.  
Towards the end of the project the system was adopted 
by a nationwide organisation, which was able to host the 
system and maintain it, in order that a wide range of 
smaller organisations could use it. After the system was 
hosted it became apparent there were still many ways in 
which the system could be further developed and we 
have continued to input into the further design and the 
internationalisation of the system. 
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PLACEBOOKS: RURAL PARTICIPATION 
In this section we aim to give somewhat of a practical 
overview of the day-to-day issues that affected the 
participatory nature of the project, the methods that we 
used to engage with stakeholders and an overview of 
some of the issues concerned with the real-world nature 
of working in rural settings. We will give a brief 
overview of the system in order to give some context to 
the case at hand, but that is not the focus of this paper. 
Due to the academic and Human Computer Interaction-
based leanings of the authors of this paper we will also 
expand upon some of the issues that concern themselves 
with software development in this context e.g. 
development methodologies, design and evaluation in 
order that we might not privilege any given perspective. 
Placebooks was a system that allowed users to make 
their own digital books about anything, for example 
their interests or places they wanted to talk about (it is 
now hosted at http://www.placebooks.org). Users can 
add text, images, film, audio and maps. All of this data 
can be geo-located within the book and the book can be 
viewed either on a smart phone or as webpage. Once the 
book is put together, pages can be flicked through, 
either on a desktop computer or on a mobile phone. The 
books can be accessed live whilst one is mobile, or 
downloaded for later use in rural areas where there is a 
paucity of connectivity.  
 
Figure 1. Making a of a Placebook online-editor 
A key challenge of this project was to gain ‘traction’ 
both within the local community; a diverse community 
of varied practices and interests and also within an 
organisation that would be able to sustain engagement 
after the research project had come to an end. 
The project took an approach that focused upon working 
with people in their own community spaces. In doing 
this, our attention was placed outside of the laboratory 
setting, which is often the site of design for many 
computer science-based projects, and instead we located 
ourselves within the stakeholders’ environmental 
setting.  
The rural setting of our intervention impacted upon the 
research in a number of different ways. We didn’t 
organise workshops, due to the dispersed nature of the 
population and the distances that some people might 
have to travel in order to attend. Seasonality played a 
role in when we were able to meet with people. For 
example, the nature reserve that we were working at as 
one of our sites of intervention closed during the winter 
and their staff were seasonal. Tourist-based business 
owners (and often their families who work for the 
business) were not available in summer as this was the 
busiest time of year in terms of tourist sales; in this 
regard many parents were also busy ‘entertaining’ their 
children during the summer-break. Many people often 
worked in the day too, so engaging this group of people 
would have been difficult. In order to accommodate for 
and fit in with the natural patterns of peoples’ behaviour 
we needed to take an approach that would enable 
stakeholders to participate in the design, which might 
lead to innovation. We took an approach whereby we 
asked the stakeholders the best way in which we could 
work with them. This was more often than not, meeting 
them in their own homes or in a local café. Corralling 
people in a workshop would not have worked in the 
context in which we were working. 
The generalised, open nature of the project (we were 
open to anyone that was interested in representing 
something about their interests, activities or location) 
meant that it was difficult to have a focused user group 
or stakeholders with a common interest or focus, 
because of the diverse range of practices and interests 
that people were interested in articulating, instead 
people were simply linked through their geographical 
location. As part of the project we thought that it would 
prove valuable to carry out ethnographic studies at local 
sites that different groups of people visited in order to 
inform us about the activities that people engaged in, so 
we carried out scoping studies in which we visited local 
sites of interest, e.g. the beach, nature reserve and high-
street in order that we could report back to the design 
team. This also allowed us to discuss what we had seen 
with the stakeholders that we were working with and 
gave us an appreciation and further sensitized us to the 
setting. 
As one would expect we found that people used 
technology for a plethora of reasons, in a multitude of 
locations and took part in a large range of practices, but 
as Beck (2001) points out, the diversity of practices 
within a said community can create challenges for 
Participatory Design in the 21st Century. Within this 
context our approach was to focus our engagement upon 
individuals and to offer technological tools that could be 
used generically in order to let them reason about the 
use of these tools and feedback to us, so that we may 
understand about the nature of the services they might 
use, their provision, and inevitably feeding this back 
into the design of the system.  
As a starting point to this we used wireframe sketches as 
seen in figure 2. that proved difficult for the 
stakeholders to understand as a full system, it wasn’t 
until we offered low fidelity mock-ups that they could 
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understand more about what we were trying to 
accomplish and participate in the design. At this point in 
the process one of the key tasks needing to be 
accomplished was keeping traction through action – 
keeping people interested, showing people new 
developments in order that they could feedback, getting 
the design team to respond and adapt to any 
developments in order that we could keep evolving the 
design. If this process stopped it would have meant that 
we would have had to re-engage people and the process 
of engagement would have slowed. Without stakeholder 
feedback it is difficult to further develop and engender 
innovation, but without the design team developing, in 
this case the software, it is difficult to get the 
stakeholders to feedback. 
 
Figure 2. Wireframe illustration of interface 
As we progressed into a phase of development where 
we were able to develop prototypes and get feedback 
from the stakeholders we found that the often taken for 
granted urban-centric model of always on and always 
connected did not fit with the context in which the 
system would be used. All too often many systems work 
on real-time upload and download, were very little data 
is stored on the phone. Through using our system in 
context and getting input from stakeholders we were 
able to remedy this problem by designing a system that 
took account of the ‘off-grid’ nature of the system’s 
use-context. 
As previously stated, as part of the project we had a 
researcher working in-situ and programmers visiting the 
site in order that they could appreciate the setting. One 
of the many advantages of working in-situ was the 
chance meeting. In being ‘on-site’ doing the day-to-day 
activities that people do. Such as, going to the shop, 
walking from one place to another and getting lunch, 
meant that as fieldworkers we were able to come into 
contact with people on a regular basis in their own 
familiar settings. This was advantageous for many 
reasons, but importantly it let other people see whom we 
were talking to and that we were there, in some senses 
we became a physical part of that community (of which 
we shall later discuss). These chance meetings also let 
us keep up to date with what was happening, who was 
using what, how, when and where? Were there any 
technical problems or issues that needed reporting to the 
development team, and were there any suggestions 
about how we could better improve the system (Hayes 
2011).  
These chance meetings also gave us an idea of who 
knew who, the way that the community worked together 
and it allowed us to keep people up to date with the 
project. In doing this we were able to keep people 
involved in the project, even if they weren’t actively 
participating in the project. There were people that 
didn’t take part, but equally they were interested in what 
was happening, being developed and the ‘knock-on’ 
effects that this could possibly have on them, sometimes 
these people were important in their roles as an 
intermediary between ourselves and other people in the 
local community, with them being able to signpost us to 
people and organisations that might engage with us, or 
telling us what to avoid. In-situ chance meetings have 
also happened at an organizational level. Meeting 
people ‘in the wild’ that live in the area outside of 
formal organizational meetings has meant that we have 
been able to quickly discuss things on the street that we 
might not have been able to previously, due to time 
restrictions, availability and organizational politics. 
Being able to have a happenchance quick chat has 
meant that friendly reminders, feedback and negotiation, 
have often happened outside of the ‘usual’ 
office/meeting room setting, usually at a one to one 
level. 
ENGAGEMENT MECHANISMS 
Here we present a short summary of some of the key 
lessons learned whilst working with communities of 
(multiple) interest in the wild, weaving them together 
with one another and interdisciplinary perspectives and 
research practices and how we responded rapidly to 
stakeholder needs; before we discuss the role that the 
Agile software development played in the development 
of the system. 
List of approaches in order to build a community of 
participatory innovation:  
a) Opening up and exploring possibilities – collective 
design workshops (with the design team), use of mock-
ups, and consultation with potential stakeholders 
(developing interest). 
b) Making possibilities concrete – move beyond proof 
of concept – join existing services together, developing 
generic infrastructure to support mashing up services 
that can be used in a generalised fashion. 
c) Creating traction - developing robust beta-level 
prototypes and rapidly evolving them as new 
requirements emerge – constant engagement with 
stakeholders and design/development team. 
d) Identifying, attracting and engaging partners that can 
sustain developing solutions – organisations that can 
sustain user engagement in the future. 
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AGILE: RURAL AGILITY 
Within the Placebooks project we used Agile software 
development methods. Agile is a software development 
method that focuses on iterative or incremental 
approaches, collaborative effort (within the 
development team and between the team and 
stakeholders/clients) and is highly flexible (agile) in 
being able to meet the changing needs of the 
stakeholders. Agile methodologies are not only for 
software development, but can also be applied to user-
centred design (Sy 2007) and do not demand the over-
documentation of the development process. Beck et al 
(2001) outline four key priorities over traditional 
software development strategies: 
• Individuals and interactions over processes and tools   
• Working software over comprehensive documentation 
• Customer collaboration over contract negotiation   
• Responding to change over following a plan 
(Beck 2001). 
Using Agile methodologies for in the wild settings 
works very well, being able to quickly adapt to new and 
emerging requirements is very important in order to 
keep people engaged and to enable the system to evolve. 
We found that within our project we were rarely dealing 
with a static set of requirements. The requirements for 
such projects were often in a state of flux, therefore an 
agile approach was needed in order to deal with these 
circumstances. More often than not the requirements 
that surface during the life of the project, as Greenberg 
and Buxton write (Greenberg & Buxton 2008), can lead 
to “innovation along new trajectories”.  
Agile methods also, as we have seen, focus on 
individuals and interactions, “most practitioners already 
know that people matter more than process” (Glass 
2001). It is this focus that enabled the research team to 
come together and quickly respond to the on-going and 
evolving requirement, without having to focus on large 
amounts of paperwork and planning. The team knew 
what they were capable of and what skills needed to be 
employed to carry out the work quickly and efficiently, 
and having people in-situ meant that we were able to 
pass information between the community and research 
team. This was often done using short iterations. When 
we combine this with our rapid, flexible approach, it is 
clear that this is what enabled us to deal with any issues 
that cropped up.   
Traditional design/implement/test software development 
methods (as can be seen in Sommerville 2007) are often 
not flexible and have a very segmented, defined 
structure, in terms of the development process and the 
allocation of work. This happens on one level and often 
cannot deal with a series of parallel workflows as often 
happened when working in the wild. As Greenberg and 
Buxton (2008) propose, “…the design/implement/test 
loop, if done naively, encourages the sequential 
evolution/refinement of ideas rather than the multiple 
parallel solutions that characterize most traditional 
design disciplines”.  
This agile approach meant that we were able to rapidly 
construct prototypes with beta level functionality 
without having to spend too much time planning, over-
documenting and following set processes/procedures.  
Of course when using the Agile approach one has to be 
wary of the limitations of such approaches. One such 
limitation that we noted was that it forces prioritization. 
By this we mean that if something is suggested during 
the design process and the team decides to follow that 
design route then this can affect stakeholder 
participation, if for example systems are developed that 
are not wanted or understood. To further illustrate this 
point we would like to give an example. At the start of 
the project there was a push from groups involved in the 
project that what was needed was a variety of different 
technologies. A geo-sensor-based system, 3D maps, and 
whole range of situated display technologies, and for a 
short time we examined these as possibilities, 
prioritizing them as elements that would be part of, or 
the whole system. It wasn’t until we engaged with more 
people that it became clear that this isn’t what the 
stakeholders wanted, used, or for that matter 
understood. To avoid this sort of prioritisation we 
adopted an approach that we have afore mentioned as 
being related to the CRA, in which we could quickly 
discuss and evaluate the system through collective 
competences, both stakeholders and from within the 
design team. 
LAB-BASED DESIGN 
In this section we will briefly expand upon Laboratory-
based design in order that we might critique, contrast 
and compare this method of design and development 
with in the methods we used to accomplish innovation. 
We recognise that this is a broad field, so we will 
prioritise the most appropriate materials in order to 
focus our argument. 
Lab-based design is carried out in a research lab space, 
more often than not away from the deployment site of 
the technology (if there is to be a deployment). This 
kind of setting is used for a variety of reasons, 
predominantly because it is a controlled space that can 
be manipulated and set up to meet the requirements of 
the design team. Within this space users/participants are 
invited in at the request of the researchers to take part in 
workshops, walk-throughs and experiments that are 
often at the request of the researcher. We must also take 
into account that as Rogers (2011) insightfully notes, 
research in the wild studies are expensive. The lab is 
essentially an artificial setting which is wholly 
independent of the context in which the eventual 
system/product may be used.  This is to say that the 
laboratory is not the site of deployment and that users, 
who may not necessarily come from the area of 
deployment or indeed ever use the systems in 
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development are asked to take part in experiments etc., 
on the researchers’ terms. As Shapiro (2010) states 
when referring to Coulter (1989) on why we should 
participate with users as socially sited, instead of as 
isolated individuals, “main stream computer science and 
psychology, fundamentally misconceive the nature of 
human action by locating it in the isolated individual.” 
In regard to evaluation being part of the lab-based 
design paradigm it is sadly all too true that the 
individual is understood as an individual, out of context 
and un-situated.  
Research in the wild should take an approach where the 
users are worked with, in their own settings and based 
on their own terms of engagement. Researcher 
intervention should always be at a minimum, where 
variables are not controlled and users are not managed 
in order to control the situations in which they are 
placed. Experiments outside the lab-based setting, 
where participants are manipulated and experimented 
upon cannot be seen as research in the wild, due to the 
interventionist, controlling nature of such practices that 
negate the in the wild setting. That is not to say that 
researchers should not play a role within the wild setting 
as can be seen in regard to the Context Resource 
Approach (Hayes 2011), Action Research-based (Ehn & 
Kyng 1987) approaches and in some settings where a 
degree of training or ethnographic study takes place 
(Johnson et al 2012). 
PROOF-OF-CONCEPT 
Many lab-based studies are largely oriented to proof of 
concept-based methodologies (Rennick-Egglestone et al 
2009, Koleva 2009). This means that concepts are 
brought into being in order to establish (prove) that the 
concepts physically work. This is particularly evident 
when developing software and technologies. In such 
settings the technology doesn’t need to be developed 
with an end user in mind, it could simply be that a 
concept is realised, in order to prove that it will initially 
work in its physical form. Indeed the proof of concept 
doesn’t necessarily need to be tested by people if there 
is no intended user-group, it could be that the 
technology merely provides nothing more than a cool 
demo and the technology may be used later. The 
concept doesn’t have to come from a technologist or 
scientist, but may come from an artist or anyone who 
has a concept that they would like to test out. So, 
experiences may be designed that use technology in 
different ways to support pervasive games (Chamberlain 
et al 2011, Chamberlain et al 2013), experiences on 
fairground rides (Rennick-Egglestone et al 2008) or 
persuasive computing systems (Chamberlain et al 
2007), but these are designed and tested without input 
from the user group, unlike our research in the wild 
study where the system was designed with users having 
input throughout the process. 
Such systems are often evaluated post design and 
development. The system acts as a demonstrator and 
provides results that other researchers may use, based 
on the use of the technology and its impact upon the 
user.  Evaluation is a requirement in any lab-based study 
(Lynch 1997), yet evaluation leads to results that more 
often than not can tell us if our study has been 
successful or inform us of some new findings, but how 
can results inform design? 
USER EVALUATION 
Often design is established through user evaluation, that 
is to say that the results obtained from carrying out user 
evaluation informs design, but does evaluation innovate.  
Experiments, run-throughs and a whole plethora of 
different methods (Kjeldsov and Graham 2003) are used 
to evaluate the way that the users interact with the 
technology/system being researched.  
These experiments are often conducted by either 
bringing the user into the laboratory or by placing the 
user in another controlled setting, as Kjeldsov and 
Graham (2003) note, experiments can take place in, 
“various controlled environments such as in an office, 
… in a hallway, …or in a simulator.” The results of the 
evaluation are then fed back to the design team, 
designer or developer. The results from these 
quantitative evaluations can then inform the next round 
of design and development, prove a hypothesis or may 
simply be used to inform other researchers of the 
findings from the research. Unlike research in the wild, 
which might wish to have as little intervention in the 
user’s environment as possible (Rogers 2011); 
experimental approaches actively pursue an agenda that 
attempts to control and regulate the environment in 
which the evaluation takes place, and the participants 
taking part in that experimental procedure. These 
controls are put in place in order that the said 
experiment may be replicated by anyone who follows 
the procedure as reported by the researchers in other 
controlled situations, such as the laboratory that are not 
prone to natural everyday intrusions (Lynch 1997). Of 
course many of these experiments are not replicated. In 
a recent panel discussion (Wilson et al 2011) Thimbleby 
stated that only 30% of research in papers within the 
field of Computer Science is replicable.  
Other quantitative studies are often short term, and do 
not fully engage with the user’s longer-term behaviour, 
and their behaviour with others: even more specialized 
arts-based experiences don’t look beyond the scope of 
the technological intervention (Rennick-Egglestone et al 
2008, Chamberlain et al 2007) in order to understand 
the effect of the full effects of the intervention, pre and 
post taking part in the experience, but in an in the wild 
study, evaluation isn’t at the core focus of the research.  
Firstly, it’s important to understand if the technology is 
appropriate for the user group, or people will not engage 
with or adopt the said technology. Understanding the 
day-to-day routines of users, their community and 
personality is at the heart of engaging them in the design 
process and understanding how, with whom and where 
evaluation can occur. Unlike experimental studies 
where a researcher might only have contact with the 
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experimental participant for 30 minutes and the 
participant might not be an end-user, research in the 
wild needs longer-term engagement. 
Rogers (2011) poses a fundamental question about 
research in the wild: “it involves observing and 
recording what people do and how this changes over 
suitable periods of time. Whereas the burning question 
in HCI used to be “how many participants do I need?” 
the hotly debated question now is “how long should my 
study run for?” These studies could theoretically run 
from months through to years. 
IS USER EVALUATION CRITICAL TO CURRENT HCI 
APPROACHES? 
Although one could argue that the user evaluation is 
critical to current HCI approaches, in this project the 
main research focus was never about the evaluation of 
the end-product. Indeed one could say that the model of 
end-product evaluation is an attempt to place HCI 
within a framework relating more to the physical 
sciences, which pays little to no interest upon the 
complex human-systems in which the technology will 
be used. This oversight often places an importance upon 
error-rates, time on task and a perceived subjective ease 
of use, instead of understanding the real-world use of 
the technology within its appropriate in-situ/local 
context. This is not to say that studies that appear in the 
lab may not be seen as ‘in the wild’ if this is to be their 
appropriate setting. The main focus was on the process 
of design in the wild, the sustained engagement of the 
user in their own context, and having them feedback 
enough for us to learn from these experiences and to 
enable organisations to take on our system in a 
sustainable way; that had been developed through the 
engagement of the community. In the next section we 
briefly discuss doing research in the wild.  
DOING RESEARCH IN THE WILD: A NOTE 
Innovation, not design was a primary concern of the 
project. It may help to have this idea further illuminated. 
Design was a secondary concern of the project; indeed, 
it was one of many that go into ‘the mix’ that can lead 
to innovation. Throughout the lifespan of the project it 
was important that we appreciated innovation as 
primary concern, that we created something new, which 
we innovated. Design is a property of innovation, but 
design is only one of many processes that can together 
explicate the story of innovation. In doing innovation 
design is often treated as a lynchpin, linking users and 
the end-product, however, one can end up with a 
standard model for carrying out design that can prove 
non-consonant with the ways in which the world of 
innovation works on a practical local level. 
This can currently prove problematic for HCI if we are 
to take these existing design-based and evaluative 
practices as ‘normal science’ (Kuhn 1962) as they 
become increasingly inadequate for contemporary 
purposes, which are essentially about innovation in 
novel contexts. In ignoring the essential ‘in the wild’ 
nature of innovation, existing practice becomes little 
more than ‘weak science’. As Greenberg & Buxton 
(2008) write, “using standard usability, evaluation 
methods to validate innovation outside of its culture of 
use is almost pointless”, so there is an evident need to 
develop alternate development methodologies. In this 
paper we have elaborated upon some of the approaches 
that we have adopted in doing research in the wild, 
however it would be a mistake to think that we are 
advocating action research or CRA as alternates to 
existing practice, each has their limitations, rather we 
are using the language of established research and 
development practices to articulate new methodological 
challenges that confront us when we try to do research 
in the wild. 
PLACEBOOKS: FUTURE CHALLENGES 
Leading on from our brief interlude on innovation it is 
important to examine the future possibilities for the 
future of the Placebooks system. In many respects a 
core part of future the development of IT systems is in 
the way that they are generalized as a system that can be 
used for a multitude of purposes. Using approaches that 
lean towards participatory methods can often be 
(wrongly) seen to be non-generalisable and bespoke in 
their nature. However the Placebooks platform lends 
itself to all kinds of developments and use in other 
innovatory ways. Currently we are in the process of 
examining its use in regard to the creation of food-trails, 
marketing for local business and its application as a tool 
that may be used articulate product provenance by local 
food producers and retailers (Chamberlain et al 2012). 
In itself Placebooks also lends itself to be used as a 
participatory platform by which researchers, 
practitioners and policy makers. 
CONCLUSION  
The conclusions from this project are two-fold, about 
the methodologies used and about the IT system that 
was developed as part of the research. The system that 
we developed was successful in regard to its adoption 
by a professional body, but we are yet to know the how 
successful the system will prove to be over time, 
particularly as technology changes and there is a need to 
support such technologies when change occurs, which 
can prove costly. In many respects these projects are 
about learning and gaining experiences that can be 
passed on to both researchers and practitioners that 
work with communities in rural settings. So, we would 
like to conclude by offering a brief summary of what we 
see as the salient points of our research. 
Rural is not a generic type of setting that is easy or able 
to be generalised, not all rural settings are the same, and 
it’s important to realise this. It is the local setting, local 
understanding and in-situ context of the research that is 
important. Rural is generic gloss that doesn’t appreciate 
the complex nature of the local site. 
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Having researchers embedded in the community and in 
the research site for sustained periods of time is 
important because, it enables the researcher to 
understand the broader context of the research site and 
the social lie-of-the-land. It helps the researcher get seen 
and accepted by the community, and provides the 
research team as a whole with a conduit, what might be 
termed a trusted-intermediary by which they can 
appropriately access the site and stakeholders. 
Both in regard to our design, design approaches and 
engagement we were lead by stakeholders, but it needed 
to be appreciated that this was in regard to a negotiation 
so that we were able to carry out our work and get our 
desired outputs. Prioritisation of design and the role it 
plays in innovation is a negotiated process between all 
of the actors involved.  
In the process we found that it was best to adapt method 
and approaches, and not to stick too closely to the 
doctrine of any method. We chose whatever was 
appropriate to the context of the research, if something 
didn’t work we adapted it, and sometimes this changed. 
Approaches, like people should not be seen as static 
artefacts. Indeed, as part of this we started to appreciate 
that design in itself is part of innovation and that 
approaches to design are adaptable. 
In carrying out research in the wild, out of the lab space 
and working with emergent issues and real-world 
problems, one can fully appreciate that true innovation 
when we truly take account of the local setting. 
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ABSTRACT 
This paper reports on findings of recent Australian 
research which identified a significant disconnect 
between the arts and community development.  
The paper examines new approaches to community 
development in small rural and remote 
communities. It argues for the adoption of new and 
broader mindsets by artists so they can focus more 
strongly on inspiring and supporting community 
creativity and innovation. The contemporary 
challenge to the arts and artists is to become less 
insular and more connected with community issues 
across the spectrum and move away from a focus 
on artistic products towards a new focus on 
creative inputs to other disciplines and community 
sectors.   
A new model is presented in the paper which 
targets the arts as a community asset to be 
considered and applied in partnership with other 
community assets and encourages communities to 
develop a focus on creativity and innovation across 
all community sectors. The model provides a guide 
for the development of community partnerships 
promising new synergies and subsequent new 
solutions to community problems.  
INTRODUCTION: THE ARTS AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
This paper reports on recent research investigating how 
the arts are being used in Australian rural and remote 
communities to meet contemporary challenges 
(Skippington 2012). The last two decades of academic 
literature as well as a range of popular publications 
have documented the importance of the role that the 
arts have in community development (Eger 2003; 
Goldbard & Adams 2006, Matarasso 2001; Phillips 
2004; Psilos & Rapp 2001; Reeves 2002; Williams 
1995). While this claim seems undisputed, it is relevant 
to note that the primary focus of much of this 
documentation has been urban development and/or 
regeneration. While it can be argued that the themes of 
regeneration, social cohesion, economic vitality and 
cultural vigour so strongly associated with various 
applications of the arts in urban communities may also 
have broad relevance to rural and remote communities, 
the platforms and opportunities are, in fact, vastly 
different. There is, for example, no rural or remote 
equivalent to the process of urban regeneration; nor 
have there been comprehensive studies of the existing 
or potential synergies between the arts and rural 
economic development.   
Moreover, those rural and remote communities most 
affected by economic and social decline are inland 
agricultural and pastoral regions because farming and 
grazing are no longer the sole pillars of rural economies 
(Macadam et al 2004). Key questions might therefore 
be: How can inland rural and remote communities build 
on their distinctiveness to create imaginative and 
inventive responses to community challenges? What 
role/s might the arts and artists play in building creative 
and innovative communities?   
THE DILEMMAS OF DISTANCE 
Australia is revered in her folklore for being a land of 
wide open spaces, a “wilful, lavish land” (Mackellar, 
1904). Yet in the change climate of the 21st Century 
those wide open spaces are the most vulnerable; they 
must measure up to the challenges of change or face 
virtual extinction. Australia’s most rural and remote 
communities are shrinking in population and their 
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traditional agricultural bases are ever eroding. A 
population density map of Australia is provided in 
Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1:  Population Density across the Australian Continent (Source: 
Australian Bureau of Statistics 2003) 
As well as being geographically isolated and distant 
from services, many rural and remote communities have 
been affected by ecological threats and economic 
downturns. The impact of recent severe flooding in 
Australia, as well as other ecological threats such as 
droughts, salinity and fire, has placed significant 
financial stress on rural and remote communities.  
Furthermore, public infrastructure and service closures, 
and restructuring of farming businesses, have resulted in 
further economic uncertainty (Cavaye, 2001) all 
contributing to population decline which makes it even 
more difficult for rural and remote communities to 
sustain services and businesses (Beer et al, 2003).  
Australia’s current mining boom is also impacting on 
rural and remote communities resulting in an escalation 
of living costs, loss of land for traditional economic 
pursuits, potential dilution of community cohesiveness 
and a loss of community identify (Skippington, 2012). 
Inevitably this leads to a cycle of decline resulting in 
unemployment and out-migration, particularly among 
young people (Cavaye, 2001). Limited entertainment, 
employment and/or further education opportunities 
exacerbate the likelihood of young people leaving the 
area. Such social and economic difficulties lead to an 
erosion of the sense of community that has traditionally 
existed in and sustained many rural and remote areas.  
Despite these challenges, there are also significant new 
opportunities for rural and remote communities 
evidenced, in part, by the fact that not all are 
experiencing decline. Some rural economies are 
beginning to draw heavily from previously undervalued 
assets including natural amenities for tourism and 
recreation and cultural and historical heritage (Macadam 
et al, 2004). The few rural and remote communities 
currently experiencing growth have diversified thus 
rendering traditional economic development strategies 
less relevant. Enterprising communities have applied 
new business strategies to access new approaches and 
meet changing market conditions (Chaston, 2008; 
Haggblade et al, 2010; Herbert-Cheshire, 2000). Such 
communities are also developing and applying 
innovative marketing of natural amenities, cultural 
heritage and other income-generating strategies to 
attract people and jobs (Blakely & Leigh, 2010; 
Woodhouse, 2006). They are developing new ways of 
generating income by building not only on their natural 
resources but also on newly identified community 
capital in the forms of historical heritage, cultural 
uniqueness, artistic capital, geographic distinctiveness 
and human talent (Daskon, 2010; Johnson, 2009; 
MacDonald & Jolliffe, 2003). Furthermore, the appeal 
of new businesses using community assets in innovative 
ways leads to a greatly enhanced view of rural 
communities as places to live, retire, and/or holiday – 
all of which, in turn, enhance the quality of life for 
existing residents (Adams, 2009; Lee, 2010; Wolff, 
2010).  
DATA AND METHODS: SCANNING RURAL 
AND REMOTE COMMUNITIES 
The research reported in this paper was conducted over 
a five year period (2008 to 2012). Initially a formal 
survey of key stakeholders in rural and remote 
communities was conducted to yield generic 
information about the community perceptions of the 
role of the arts in community development.  
Stakeholders targeted by the survey included local 
government officials, local artists and arts workers, 
community business owners and members of 
community organisations. The survey was also used to 
identify relevant arts-based projects or initiatives for 
further investigation. Five hundred surveys were 
dispatched generating a return rate of 25.6 per cent.  
Survey returns were tabulated to facilitate comparative 
analysis and identify unique activities and issues.  
From data collected through the survey, sites visits were 
conducted to twelve rural and remote communities. 
Initial visits to the communities incorporated (i) visits to 
key community sites, (ii) visits to community businesses 
and enterprises, (ii) visits to local government and 
community organisations. During the initial visits semi-
structured interviews were conducted with key people to 
further investigate issues identified through the surveys. 
Eighteen months after the initial visits, follow up visits 
to communities were conducted to probe further those 
key issues identified by surveys and initial visits. 
Data collection and analysis culminated in three in-
depth case studies conducted over an eighteen month 
period. The case studies were representative of key arts-
based community development approaches and 
included: (i) a government program to stimulate arts-
based community development through cultural 
planning and implementation; (ii) a service organisation 
supporting arts-based programs in rural and remote 
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communities; and (iii) a local arts-based enterprise in a 
remote community.  
OVERVIEW OF RESULTS: PERSPECTIVES 
ON THE ARTS IN RURAL AND REMOTE 
COMMUNITIES 
While the analysis of the data collected through the 
surveys, site visits and major case studies summarised 
and highlighted the significant outcomes of many 
community programs, projects and initiatives, it also 
exposed key issues and challenges limiting the potential 
of the arts in community development in rural and 
remote communities. Paramount among these was a 
strong perception across community stakeholders that 
the arts, while recognised for their potential, were not 
perceived currently to be a major contributor to 
community development. Rather the arts and artists 
were seen as insular and removed from broader 
community issues. There was strong community support 
across all stakeholders for the arts and artists to engage 
more broadly and cooperatively with community 
organisations. There was also strong recognition of the 
potential of community artists to stimulate and support 
more creative and innovate approaches to community 
development. However, community stakeholders 
reported that while such approaches should draw deeply 
from the arts and artists, they should be considered as 
just one part of a community mosaic of diverse skills, 
talents and ideas. Other issues and challenges identified 
by the data include: (i) the importance of successful 
community networks and partnerships in stimulating 
collaboration and cooperation across community, and 
(ii) the centrality of passionate, dedicated, strong and 
community-based leadership in successful community 
development and growth. 
Key findings from the data provide a framework which 
may guide future art-based community development. 
(i) Community members should focus more broadly 
on creativity and innovation rather than the 
traditional primary focus on arts and culture - a 
focus on creativity and innovation will allow 
community issues and opportunities to be 
considered in an inclusive, integrated manner that 
has the potential to encompass all community 
interests and skills. 
(ii) Community development programs and initiatives 
should build on existing community skills, 
resources and ideas. 
(iii) Arts-based community development should 
engage all relevant community stakeholders using 
networks and partnerships where appropriate. 
(iv) Community networks and partnerships should, 
where possible, cross social, cultural and economic 
domains to exploit potential new linkages between 
previously disparate community groups. 
(v) New ideas and new approaches should be 
generated from within communities and not 
imposed by external agencies and organisations.  
Successful guidelines and models derived from this 
framework may need to incorporate the development of 
new strategies and tools which encourage creative 
thinking and steer communities into new ways of 
innovative planning and doing.   
DISCUSSION: MAKING NEW COMMUNITY 
CONNECTIONS 
If the future prosperity and wellbeing of rural and 
remote communities is to depend increasingly on the 
creativity and adaptability of people living and working 
in those communities, then further consideration of the 
role of the arts in stimulating and supporting that 
creativity is essential. However, approaches orientated 
towards developing the creativity of local residents 
through the arts is contrary to much current practice in 
remote/rural communities. For example, this research 
has identified that many rural and remote communities 
import artistic expertise and creative skill sets rather 
than identify and build on what exists or can be 
developed in current residents. Other community 
programs and initiatives which purport to support 
community growth and development through a strong 
focus on the skills of local people are often limited in 
their impact by the narrowness and/or insularity of their 
philosophical platforms. For example, some arts-based 
programs operating in rural and remote communities 
have adopted equity and social justice principles as their 
core but have failed to expand these principles to 
encompass a broader view of community development.  
Likewise, the tunnel-visioned doggedness of many 
community arts programs in focusing on small scale, 
narrowly conceived community projects seriously limits 
their impact on broader community problems and issues 
and forever relegates them to the periphery of 
community life. 
Rural and remote communities, as well as the 
organisations that purport to support them in 
development programs, must open their minds to new 
vistas of activity in order to develop comprehensive and 
integrated visions on which to articulate and build plans 
for their futures. Communities must develop a deep 
understanding and appreciation of the breadth of terms 
like creativity and innovation and apply these new 
understandings to community planning and 
development. Such plans must ensure they adopt 
community-wide perspectives which integrate work 
across many fields of endeavour. In this context, Figure 
2 proposes a new conceptual framework designed to 
generate creative rural and remote communities with the 
dual objectives of building innovative businesses and 
enterprises founded on the creativity, imagination and 
vision of local residents. 
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Figure 2:  A Conceptual Framework for the development of Creative Rural and Remote Communities
Figure 2 identifies the core ingredients necessary for 
communities to achieve creative individuals working 
with and in innovative enterprises. These include 
tangible skills as well as more intangible qualities and 
attributes relating to behaviour and thought. Tangible 
skills include skills in collaborative decision-making 
and negotiation, tools and approaches to stimulate the 
creation and development of new businesses, expertise 
in the design and development of new products and 
services, proficiency in creative problem solving, and 
new mechanisms for information sharing. Less tangible 
attributes required to support the development of a 
creative community encompass openness to new ideas 
and a willingness to pursue new directions, a 
recognition of the importance of imagination and 
inspiration as core ingredients of community creativity 
and productivity, community acceptance of change as a 
growth process and an associated willingness to manage 
change productively as well as an openness and 
willingness towards active engagement in community 
planning and participation in community projects. 
Figure 2 also hypothesises a potential role for the arts in 
supporting the development of a creative community.  
While the arts and artists have an important role to play, 
artists and arts workers must now work proactively to 
become less insular and narrowly focused on specific art 
forms and projects. While artists will always have 
particular interests and contribute to individual art forms 
and projects, they must also learn to think more broadly 
and thus to apply their knowledge and skills across all 
areas of community activity. The unique understanding 
and appreciation that artists have developed in relation 
to how imagination, creativity and innovation work in 
art must be expanded and applied across the full 
spectrum of community development impact areas.   
Artistic capabilities that are valuable in creative 
community development include decision making, 
creative problem solving, design skills, reflection and 
evaluation. It was recognition of these capabilities and 
attributes that prompted Rolls Royce to send its 
engineering trainees to spend a week at the Tate 
Liverpool. The company wanted to create a new model 
for learning which integrated the acquisition of 
technical skills with the development of personal, 
critical and creative thinking skill through engagement 
with the work of artists (Davis, 2010). Artists also have 
the potential to contribute to creative community 
leadership, the management of collaborative projects, 
the generation and incubation of new ideas and 
approaches, and the nurturing of creative talent. 
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The achievement of the vision of creative rural and 
remote communities presented in Figure 2, with its 
primary focus on creative people and innovative 
enterprises for rural and remote communities, requires 
new approaches and ways of thinking. While the 
challenges arising therein will impact on all community 
residents and influence the operation of all community 
organisations and institutions, Figure 3 identifies four 
categories of community stakeholders with key roles 
and responsibilities in supporting community 
development: community organisations/institutions, 
government, community enterprises, and artists and arts 
organisations.    
 
 
 
Figure 3: Strategies for Key Stakeholders in Supporting the Development of Creative Rural and Remote Communities
 
Each of the four stakeholders groups identified in 
Figure 3 has specific roles and responsibilities in 
supporting rural and remote communities to embrace 
creativity and innovation. Many of these roles and 
responsibilities are challenging and demand different 
ways of thinking and doing in the knowledge that the 
rewards will include new economic opportunities, 
stronger social connections within and between 
communities, and a stronger and more inclusive sense 
of community identity. Stakeholder groups should work 
individually and collaboratively to organise ways to 
reinvent themselves towards the burgeoning 
opportunities arising from the new emphasis on 
creativity and innovation, to prepare for active 
ownership of community initiatives, and to initiate 
education strategies to meet the challenges arising from 
new directions. 
Community organisations/institutions have multiple 
roles and functions designed to meet specific 
community demands. Such organisations/institutions 
have for decades been fundamental to life in rural and 
remote communities. While these services must 
continue, new directions which encourage creativity 
and innovation in communities challenge community 
organisations to broaden their roles to include active 
support of the development of social and human capital 
in communities. For example, service organisations 
could become more active in identifying and promoting 
new business models and business opportunities drawn 
from within their own communities as well as from 
other communities. They might promote new and 
original approaches by facilitating critical debate and 
discussion about their potential relevance and 
contribution to the community. Service organisations 
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could also facilitate the development of appropriate 
business skills to ensure community residents are 
equipped to take advantage of new opportunities as they 
arise.   
For several decades governments at all levels have been 
active in the development of policies and programs to 
support community growth and development. They 
have embraced the community building mantra in an 
effort to encourage communities to exercise more 
control over their own futures. But despite the rhetoric, 
the methods and techniques adopted by governments 
have continued to be based on the provision of one-off 
funding grants or programs which focus on single 
issues rather than adopting whole-of-community 
approaches geared towards sustainability and longevity.   
Furthermore, many existing government programs and 
initiatives fail to encourage active community 
involvement or empower community members with the 
skills and enthusiasm to initiate and manage change.  
Creative solutions to community challenges which 
build on new ideas and opportunities need to be 
conceived and implemented locally. The key role then 
is for local governments who, working in association 
with other levels of government, will need to encourage 
imaginative, dynamic and innovative approaches to 
community development. 
Perhaps the biggest challenge for communities in 
moving towards creativity and innovation comes from 
the stakeholder group that potentially has the most to 
gain – community businesses and enterprises. Small 
businesses, especially those in rural and remote 
communities, are usually built on traditional business 
models operating in conventional, time-honoured ways.  
This is exemplified by the businesses that have been the 
core of community life – the general store, the local 
hotel, the stock and grain merchants, the pastoral 
agents, the local mechanic, etc. The challenge for 
community businesses in the 21st century is to look 
outside traditional business approaches and create new 
models to take advantage of emergent opportunities to 
generate wealth within communities. Such models 
should be designed and developed to tap into evolving 
markets and changing consumer expectations. They 
should also take advantage of previously untapped 
community resources to build innovative and 
sustainable community businesses.  
Finally, artists and art organisations operating in 
remote/rural communities are critical to the stimulation 
of imaginative and creative approaches to community 
growth and development. They are at the heart of 
endeavours to recognise the vital role of creativity and 
innovation in enhancing economic development and 
capitalising upon the linkages between art, community 
and commerce. While artists recognise that creativity is 
core to their work, they must now appreciate that 
creativity must also sit at the core of every community 
task and business. They must also begin to understand 
that their unique skills, imagination and originality can 
fuel creativity in communities across many diverse 
dimensions and disciplines. The challenge for 
community artists is to acknowledge this broader role 
and to relinquish the trivial themes and small-scale 
projects which ensure that their influence remains on 
the periphery of community life. Artists and art 
organisations can provide the innovative tools and 
approaches to encourage the community reflection, 
debate and discussion vital to the development of fresh 
community directions. To achieve this, the arts and 
artists must interact purposefully and meaningfully with 
other community groups and support collaborative 
investigations of new visions, novel ways of acting and 
innovative projects and initiatives.   
While a focus on the development of holistic, 
innovative and creative communities will incorporate 
many of the positive features of current community 
thinking and action, it can also provide a bulwark 
against the insularity of some current approaches in 
order to develop visions, directions and programs that 
are both integrated and inter-disciplinary. A primary 
focus on creativity and innovation supported by the arts 
promises to (i) facilitate access to new ideas, 
information, people and organisations, (ii) provide 
opportunities for the development of innovative modes 
of economic development, social cohesion, personal 
expression and cultural development, (iii) respond to 
the needs of business and industry in communities, (iv) 
create and develop fresh and positive images of rural 
and remote communities; and (v) develop new ways of 
looking at and seeing problems. 
A NEW MODEL 
Realising the potential of the approaches outlined above 
signifies enormous but not insurmountable challenges 
for rural and remote communities. Navigating new 
environments and developing practical ways of 
proceeding is often confronting for communities steeped 
in tradition and mired in conventional approaches to 
development. The key to success is to start with fresh 
eyes, to critically survey the environment, and to 
identify and build on existing community strengths.  
Figure 4 presents the Creative Community Development 
Pyramid (CCDP) designed to assist communities firstly 
to identify and consolidate existing strengths and, 
secondly, to use those strengths as a platform for the 
adoption of community-wide, integrative practices to 
achieve sustainable new outcomes for remote/rural 
communities.  
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At the base of the Creative Community Development 
Pyramid (the bottom layer in Figure 4) are the 
community building blocks that provide the 
foundations for future growth and development. Many 
of these building blocks are strengths that communities 
have already developed; others represent areas where 
communities may need to develop new strengths.  
Moving up the pyramid are higher level practices (the 
middle layer in Figure 4) which operate by linking and 
combining community strengths from the pink layer 
and applying them in fresh, integrated ways to achieve 
innovative outcomes. The top layer of the pyramid 
represents the achievement of community outcomes 
which contribute to the establishment and maintenance 
of sustainable and creative communities. 
The pyramid is designed to be a broad guide to 
communities and hence is not prescriptive. For 
example, the existing community strengths listed in 
pink at the base of the pyramid are indicative only and 
should not be considered as an all encompassing list. 
Several rural and remote communities will have 
developed many of the foundational strengths listed in 
the pyramid while others may have developed specific 
strengths not currently listed in the pyramid. Likewise, 
the integrative practices listed are suggestions rather 
than prescriptions as it is anticipated that communities 
will develop approaches based on particular needs and 
strengths. Consequently, the Creative Community 
Development Pyramid (CCDP) is designed to evolve 
and develop in complexity as individual communities 
gain experience in applying it to their idiosyncratic 
development needs.  
DIRECTIONS 
The Creative Community Development Pyramid 
(CCDP) provides a mechanism through which 
community stakeholders can work collaboratively to 
develop holistic, innovative and creative solutions to 
community problems. It also facilitates communities in 
the process of recognising and building on existing 
community resources and, importantly, allows them to 
incorporate many of the positive features of current 
community thought and action. The CCDP allows 
communities to develop visions, directions and 
programs that are both integrated and inter-disciplinary.  
The primary focus on creativity and innovation 
supported by the CCDP has the potential to: (i) 
facilitate community access to new ideas, information, 
people and organisations; (ii) provide opportunities for 
the development of new modes of economic 
development, social cohesion, personal expression and 
cultural development; (iii) respond to the needs of 
business and industry in communities; (iv) create and 
develop new and positive images of rural and remote 
communities; and (v) develop new ways of looking at 
and seeing problems. 
The CCDP offers an important starting point to 
stimulate novel ways of thinking as well as facilitating 
the design and implementation of new approaches to 
community development in remote/rural communities.   
Crucially it provides a community self-help framework 
on which further work may be undertaken. While 
modifications may be needed as communities begin to 
apply the tool to real problems and challenges, it is also 
anticipated that the application of the CCDP will create 
new opportunities for further development of both 
complementary and supplementary tools and methods 
to support community decision making and problem 
solving. Multiple trouble shooting guides, tools and 
checklists will thus be developed and shared by 
communities as they apply the model.   
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ABSTRACT 
A learning environment is most frequently 
understood as the physical or virtual surroundings 
meant and built for learning purposes. The concept 
of social learning environment is often neglected in 
this discussion. However, in working life the way 
of working includes that problems are solved and 
innovations are created in groups and networks. In 
working places there usually are people from many 
different disciplines who are expected to work 
effectively together. Equally also the tasks in 
working life many time require knowledge and 
skills which do not belong to the scope of one and 
only discipline. 
At Turku University of Applied Sciences we have 
developed a concept called innovation pedagogy, 
where the social aspects of working and learning 
are emphasized and group processes where 
learning happens in multidisciplinary teams form 
an essential part of the whole process of learning. 
A social learning environment is formed by people 
with different talents and competencies and by the 
interaction enabling collaborative learning. The 
aim of innovation pedagogy is to generate 
environments in which know-how-inspired 
competitive advantage can be created by 
combining different kinds of know-how. 
Innovation competences sharpened by innovation 
pedagogy are the key in introducing new 
competitive advantages via know-how. The 
competences for innovation creation required in 
working places are developed during the studies in 
a multidisciplinary environment. 
In this paper we first focus on the working life 
expectations for learning and proceed to the basics 
of innovation pedagogy. After that we handle the 
theoretical framework of social learning 
environment connecting it to our understanding of 
innovation pedagogy. We conclude the paper by 
showing on practical level the implications and 
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experiences of social learning environment in 
higher education when innovation pedagogy is 
applied.  
INTRODUCTION 
Changes in society call for changes in the competency 
of employees and in the whole industry. The 
mechanisms of creating competitive advantage are more 
complex than what they used to be. Value is now 
created via productivity and innovation.  
There are special goals set for the European 
Commission “Europe 2020” which concern the 
development of competitive advantage based on 
innovations. Finland among other European countries is 
longing for innovative employees as organizations 
wanting to be involved in producing successful 
innovations need employees who have the 
qualifications, which are essential for participating in 
the different innovation processes of their organization. 
(Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2011.) 
It is obvious that these requirements focus straightly to 
the education. Well-educated labor force is one of the 
critical success factors when European Union wants to 
make sure that the European research area is the most 
distinguished knowledge economy in the world. One of 
the important tasks in the changing world and one of the 
requirements is to make it possible to monitor the 
change and introduce new innovation enhancing 
methods to be used in the higher education. (Penttilä et 
al. 2011; Putkonen et al. 2010; Penttilä & Kairisto-
Mertanen 2012)  
Students graduating from any European university 
should possess such kind of knowledge, skills and 
attitudes that they can contribute to the creation of the 
best knowledge economy in the world. The aim can 
only be reached by making sure that the graduating 
students are able to participate and bring added value 
once working in their future working life positions. 
Organizations aim to create innovations and need 
employees who possess the competencies needed. 
(Putkonen et al. 2010; Penttilä & Kairisto-Mertanen 
2012) 
Universities have different pedagogical strategies and 
practices to match the future needs and develop their 
students working life skills (Nykänen & Tynjälä 2012). 
In Turku University of Applied Sciences (later TUAS) 
we have developed a concept called innovation 
pedagogy, which contributes to the development of new 
generation of professionals whose conceptions of 
producing; adopting and utilizing knowledge make 
innovative thinking and creating added value possible 
(see figure 1). There is literature and research on 
innovative pedagogy, but the concept of innovation 
pedagogy is developed in Finland by TUAS, referring to 
a learning approach that defines in a new way how 
knowledge is assimilated, produced and used in a 
manner that can create innovations (Kairisto-Mertanen 
et al. 2011; Penttilä et al. 2011; Putkonen et al. 2010).  
 
 
Figure 1. The changes in working life and education. 
The role of education has traditionally been to give 
knowledge-based readiness, which later would be 
applied in practice to various innovation processes in 
working life. Innovation pedagogy introduces how the 
development of students' innovation skills from the very 
beginning of their studies can become possible. In 
addition, innovation pedagogy aims to create real 
innovations during the learning process, and also to 
contribute to the development of such learning 
outcomes. The core idea in the application of innovation 
pedagogy is to bridge the gap between the educational 
context and working life. Learning and teaching 
processes are developed so that they provide improved 
competences for the students and enable personal and 
professional growth. Learning is deeper when the 
previously gained knowledge is continuously applied in 
practical contexts. (Penttilä et al. 2011.) 
According to innovation pedagogy, the social aspects of 
working and learning are emphasized and group 
processes where learning happens in multidisciplinary 
teams form an essential part of the whole process of 
learning. A social learning environment is formed by 
people with different talents and competencies and by 
the interaction enabling collaborative learning. The aim 
of innovation pedagogy is to generate environments in 
which competitive advantage can be created by 
combining different kinds of know-how and making 
people with different backgrounds work together. When 
utilised, this edge provides opportunities of success for 
the whole society. Innovation competences sharpened 
by innovation pedagogy are the key in introducing new 
competitive advantages. The competences for 
innovation creation required in working places are 
developed during the studies in a multidisciplinary 
environment. 
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In this paper we first focus on the working life 
expectations for learning and proceed to the basics of 
innovation pedagogy. After that we handle the 
theoretical framework of social learning environment 
connecting it to our understanding of innovation 
pedagogy. We conclude the paper by showing on 
practical level the implications and experiences of social 
learning environment in higher education when 
innovation pedagogy is applied. We describe how 
learning takes place in different social relationships and 
in collaborative situations where each and every 
individual brings his previous knowledge, history, 
experience, intuition, expertise, know-how, creativity 
etc. The social learning environment is formed by these 
kinds of learning experiences and learning episodes. 
The examples of practices could contribute to increase 
the consciousness for such approaches and provide good 
pedagogical practices to other educational institutions. 
WORKING LIFE EXPECTATIONS FOR 
LEARNING  
Modern working life is changing fast which means that 
it requires constant readiness for change on 
organizational level and lifelong learning skills on the 
employee level. This development has changed the way 
of working and practices used. Organizations apply 
team work and function in external networks. For 
employees this means that they have to possess 
interaction skills and work in cooperation with many 
different bodies. Communication skills are needed to 
transmit knowledge and information and at the same 
time to build networks between human beings. The 
employee has to be able to learn from others and to be 
able to utilize the expertise and thoughts of others. 
(Hanhinen 2010.) 
These requirements should be taken into account in 
education. Students graduating from any higher 
education institution should possess such kind of 
knowledge, skills and attitudes that they can contribute 
to the demands of the working life where social learning 
is central. Even in working life the way of working 
includes that problems are solved and innovations are 
created in groups and networks. The practices in 
educational institutions can not be different. In 
universities the students typically study by memorising 
lectures and by reading. Collaboration in learning is not 
appreciated and sometimes even forbidden. Educational 
research has noted the transfer problem which means 
that learning cannot often be recalled and applied in 
working life (Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2012). 
Innovation pedagogy contributes to the development of 
new generation of professionals whose conceptions of 
producing; adopting and utilizing knowledge make 
innovative thinking and creating added value possible. 
The core idea in the application of innovation pedagogy 
is to bridge the gap between the educational context and 
working life (see figure 2). Learning and teaching 
processes are developed so that they provide improved 
competences for the students and enable personal and 
professional growth. Learning is deeper when the 
previously gained knowledge is continuously applied in 
practical contexts. (Penttilä et al 2011; Putkonen et al. 
2010, Kairisto-Mertanen & Penttilä, 2010.) As figure 2 
shows, requirements of expertise and know-how are the 
same in working life and in education. Social skills and 
social working methods are central in both areas. 
Innovation pedagogy is a learning approach which links 
these two areas together.  
Figure 2. Innovation pedagogy: the gap between educational context 
and working life. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF 
INNOVATION PEDAGOGY 
Innovation skills are learned gradually as new 
information is added to our knowledge structures. 
Knowledge acquisition and application are critical 
components for learning of innovation skills. Thus, 
creating new services, products and organizational or 
social innovations – new added value – requires both 
knowledge and skills, which are applied in an 
innovation process. (Gibbons et al., 1994; Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995; Nowotny et al., 2001, 2003 cited in 
Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2010)  
Innovation can be defined in many ways. For example, 
Schumpeter speaks about innovative entrepreneurship 
(Backhaus 2003). It is an idea, practice or object which 
is considered new by the people (Rogers 2006) or a 
solution which brings economic benefits (SITRA 2006). 
In Finland’s national innovation strategy (2008), 
innovation is understood as competitive advantage 
based on knowledge. Innovations are best born in a 
special culture which includes freedom to think, 
equality and brotherhood. In the context of innovation 
pedagogy innovation is understood as the process of 
constantly improving knowledge, which leads to new 
sustainable ideas, further knowledge or other practices 
applicable in working life. (Backhaus, 2003; Rogers, 
2006; SITRA, 2006 cited in Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 
2012.)  
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Innovation pedagogy aims to produce learning 
outcomes which are both subject specific and generic. 
The subject specific competencies are specific to the 
field of study. The generic learning outcomes, i.e. 
innovation competencies, are same for all higher 
education students and aim to create competencies 
needed when engaging one with innovations. The 
innovation competencies are divided in individual, 
interpersonal and networking innovation competencies. 
The significance of the latter two is especially 
emphasized by the working life now and in the future.  
Learning outcomes are defined to be broad statements 
of what is achieved and assessed at the end of the course 
of study (Harden 2002). Learning outcomes can be 
divided into components consisting of cognitive, 
psychomotor and affective domains of an outcome to be 
achieved. According to Spitzberg (1983), innovation 
competency as a learning outcome consists of 
knowledge, skills and attitudes which enable students to 
participate in innovation activities and contribute to 
creating innovations (the ultimate target of innovation 
pedagogy). (Harden, 2002; Spitzberg, 1983 cited in 
Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2009; Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 
2010; Nuotio et al. 2010.) The methods applied and the 
way how teachers and students interact constitute a base 
for learning and thus enable the forming of innovation 
competency. The methods used also facilitate intuitive 
learning during the learning process and make 
transmitting of tacit knowledge possible when dealing 
with working life. Following this rationale innovation 
pedagogy is defined as a learning approach that defines 
in a new way how knowledge is assimilated, produced 
and used in a manner that can create innovations. 
(Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2009; Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 
2010; Nuotio et al. 2010.) 
In the context of innovation pedagogy there are many 
similarities to the theory of organizational learning. 
Organizational learning is a requirement for achieving 
sustainable competitive advantage. (Baker & Sinkula, 
1999; Slater & Narver, 1995.) It is vitally important that 
an organization, when wanting to continuously maintain 
its competitive advantage, also makes sure that the 
conditions for organizational learning exist. Sharing 
information and building trust are crucial parts of 
enhancing the innovation capability of organizations 
(Manley 2008; Sáenz et al. 2009.) Generative learning, 
which pursues ongoing radical innovation calls for the 
members of the organization to continuously question 
their beliefs and behaviour. (Sinkula et al. 1997.) The 
primary reason for implementing organizational 
learning is to enable organizations to adapt to change 
and remain competitive (Scott-Ladd & Chan 2004). It 
has been argued that the rate at which organizations 
learn may become the only sustainable source of 
competitive advantage for them. (Grey 2004; Senge, 
1990, 1992.) An organization has to possess such a skill 
that it is able to produce actively such information, 
which cannot be bought anywhere. (Baker & Sinkula, 
1999; Slater & Narver, 1995; Manley, 2008; Sáenz et al. 
2009; Sinkula et al. 1997; Scott-Ladd & Chan, 2004; 
Grey, 2004; Senge, 1990, 1992 cited in Kairisto-
Mertanen et al. 2011) 
The creation of innovations starts from solid knowledge 
and expertise about the subject matter one is working 
with, thus it is important that the members of an 
organization share the same vision of the organization´s 
aspirations and future. Personal mastery is a situation 
where organizational members possess proficiency or 
skills that they have acquired through continuous 
learning so that they have the capacity to produce 
desirable results. Mental models are deeply ingrained 
assumptions or generalizations that individuals hold 
about the world. Combined all these attributes promote 
team learning whereby team members contribute to 
each other’s development and capacity to achieve 
positive results. Knowledge generation in both 
individual and organizational level results from the 
interaction of acquired information with existing mental 
models because all actions taken are ultimately based on 
some decision having been made about the cause of a 
problem and the perceived outcomes of any actions 
taken to correct the problem. (Senge, 1992; Argyris & 
Schön, 1974; Friedman, 2004; Grey, 2004; Senge, 1990 
cited in Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2011) 
In order to create something new and innovative it is 
essential to share the knowledge and expertise. It is also 
of utmost importance for the people to find their job 
meaningful. When the vision is concrete and discussed 
and the present state of art known then there are good 
changes that people understand the different measures 
taken and there is enough space for innovative thinking. 
(Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2011) In addition, innovation 
creation concerns freedom to explore new ideas and 
make mistakes and time for reflection. The requirements 
for this kind of learning environment include 
opportunities to collaborate in a flexible way across 
boundaries and an atmosphere where it feels 
psychologically safe and acceptable to take risks and 
share the experiences, also the mistakes, and learn from 
them. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF SOCIAL 
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 
According to one definition, the term learning 
environment refers to the entirety of the learning-related 
physical environment, psychological factors and social 
relationships where study and learning take place. The 
physical learning environment consists of the school’s 
buildings and facilities, the instructional tools and the 
learning materials and the wider constructed 
environment and the surrounding natural environment. 
The student’s cognitive and emotional factors and 
factors of interaction and human relations affect the 
formation of the physical and social learning 
environment. (National Core Curriculum for Basic 
Education 2004.) Learning environment can also be 
defined as a place, space, community or practice that 
aims to advance learning. The term learning 
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environment was coined to represent a variety of 
teaching methods which differ from traditional teacher-
centered practices. Learning environment can usually be 
distinguished from traditional classroom and course 
based teaching, because learner’s own activity and self-
directed studying are emphasized in a learning 
environment. (Manninen, 2000, 29 cited in the Ministry 
of Education 2004.) 
Social learning is based on social constructivism. The 
main idea of social constructivism is that our 
understanding of the world is socially produced in other 
words, socially constructed. This means that a human 
being is a social being and that learning is a result of us 
participating in the social world. Constructivism means 
that a learner constructs own individual knowledge and 
understanding about things. Then again social 
constructivism emphasizes collaborative construction of 
knowledge. (Kuusela, 2002; Tynjälä, 1999 cited in 
Repo-Kaarento 2004.) 
Social learning has been conceptualized as societal 
learning in general, as processes of interaction that lead 
to concerted action for change, as group learning, and as 
the learning of individuals within a social context 
(Buckingham Shum & Ferguson 2012). In social 
learning theory Albert Bandura (1977) states behavior is 
learned from the environment through the process of 
observational learning. Children observe the people 
around them behaving in various ways. The child is 
more likely to attend to and imitate those people it 
perceives as similar to itself. The people around the 
child will respond to the behavior it imitates with either 
reinforcement or punishment. The child will also take 
into account of what happens to other people when 
deciding whether or not to copy someone’s actions. 
(Bandura 1977.) 
In social developmental theory Lev Vygotsky (1896-
1934) states that the role of social interaction is 
fundamental in the development of cognition (Vygotsky 
1978). He believed strongly that community plays a 
central role in the process of "making meaning" and that 
social learning tends to precede development. 
According to Vygotsky (1978), much important 
learning by the child occurs through social interaction 
with a skillful tutor. The tutor may model behaviors 
and/or provide verbal instructions for the child. Zone of 
Proximal Development is an important concept that 
relates to the difference between what a child can 
achieve independently and what a child can achieve 
with guidance and encouragement from a skilled 
partner. (Vygotsky 1978.) 
The concept of collaborative learning links also closely 
to the concept of social learning. According to an article 
by Helle, Tynjälä & Olkinuora (2006) “the theoretical 
basis of collaborative learning can be traced back to two 
main sources: the Neo-Piagetian research tradition on 
one hand and the Vygotskyan view of learning as a 
basically social activity on the other hand. In their 
article they reflect classic theories of learning in 
position of higher education.   
According to Helle, Tynjälä & Olkinuora (2006) 
Piaget’s (1963) idea of cognitive conflict or Neo-
Piagetians’ concept of socio-cognitive conflict (Doise 
and Mugny 1984) refer to the mechanism through which 
an individual realizes that her thoughts or ideas are 
inconsistent with other people’s views or with  new 
information. This internal conflict leads the individual 
to reflect on her thinking and may serve to initiate a 
conceptual change. The Vygotskyan argument for 
collaborative learning is based on Vygotsky’s (1978) 
view of the social nature of learning. According to 
Vygotsky, learning takes place primarily on the social, 
interpsychological plane, and only secondarily on the 
intrapsychological plane when a learner internalises 
what has first been experienced in social interaction. 
The ideal state for learning is what Vygotsky called the 
zone of proximal development. This concept refers to 
the distance between the learner’s actual state of 
development determined by independent problem-
solving and the potential level of development that he or 
she can reach through the guidance of adults or 
collaboration with peers. Thus, Vygotsky argued that 
through social interaction students may reach a higher 
state of development than they would achieve by 
working and studying on their own. Dillenbourg (1999) 
has emphasised that collaboration itself is neither a 
learning mechanism nor a method. Rather, collaborative 
learning is an interactive situation which may trigger 
specific cognitive learning mechanisms (such as 
induction, deduction, compilation, knowledge 
elicitation, internalisation, etc.). (Helle et al. 2006) 
SOCIAL LEARNING IN PRACTICE 
Social competency and adaptive networking become 
important when considering the personal innovation 
skills of employees as it is important to be able to work 
together in different kinds of teams and cope with 
different situations in order to build the best possible 
atmosphere for innovation work to succeed within the 
organization. (Tucker 2001) A capability of solving 
problems and an ability to think independently are also 
needed in order to participate in innovation work (van 
Kleef & Roome 2007). (Tucker, 2001; van Kleef & 
Roome, 2007 cited in Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2011.) 
These are skills which can’t be learnt by heart or 
straightly from books. These are skills which need 
practicing and which have to be learnt by doing. In the 
following we give some examples of the methods 
applying innovation pedagogy and social learning in 
practical level. The examples are from Turku University 
of Applied Sciences, more specifically from The 
Faculty of Technology, Environment and Business 
(later TEB) which is one of the faculties of TUAS. TEB 
is a vastly multidisciplinary educational unit, which 
comprises more than ten degree programmes of 
different fields. The combination of various fields 
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naturally creates novel possibilities for the faculty and it 
is a great learning environment by itself.  
LEARNING IN HATCHERIES 
According to the aims of innovation pedagogy different 
methods must be developed so that the cornerstones of 
innovation pedagogy can be found in the learning 
environment. Those methods should contribute 
especially to the development or student’s interpersonal 
and networking competencies. The cornerstones include 
gross disciplinary environment, research and 
development activities executed by a big amount of 
students, flexible curricula, concentration of 
acknowledging the importance of entrepreneurship and 
service production and internationalization in the level 
of research, development and student engagement. 
(Kairisto-Mertanen et al. 2012) 
R&D projects carried out together with external 
operators and undertakings funded from external 
sources are part of everyday functions at TEB. An 
increasing amount of work conducted in the projects is 
performed by the students of the faculty. Thus the 
ability for independent and responsible working 
methods as well as the mastery of the basics of project 
work is expected of the students throughout their 
studies. (Lyytinen 2011.) 
At TEB, one of the new ideas for applying and carrying 
out education according to the principles of innovation 
pedagogy is a method called hatchery work. This 
method combines real life assignments, peer counseling 
and working in cross disciplinary groups including the 
international aspect in all work. It is a teaching and 
learning method which includes different types of 
hatcheries. The principles of carrying out the work in 
the hatcheries are approximately the same but the 
expertise level of student varies in the different hatchery 
types. A first year student is capable of handling less 
complicated assignments requiring not so much 
expertise whereas a third year student has much more 
content, often individual, knowledge to be used when 
participating in the hatchery work. (Lyytinen 2011.) 
 
Figure 3. The different hatcheries in the students path (Kairisto-
Mertanen et al. 2012). 
When innovation pedagogy is applied it is essential, as 
can be seen from figure 3, to give the students several 
opportunities to engage themselves in different kinds of 
hatcheries during their studies. Junior project hatchery 
forms the base and introduces the capabilities needed 
for this type of studying and working. After that it is up 
to the student to choose between different available 
options.  
The junior project hatchery is meant for new students 
starting their studies and without any subject related 
knowledge. Then again the research hatchery is meant 
for students both in the beginning of their studies but 
also for more advanced students who have completed 
their basic studies and, as a result, who are familiar with 
the basic methods of the field and have thus reached an 
appropriate level of general knowledge on the topics of 
the more advanced hatchery. The students may also 
have previous experience of project activities when they 
get involved with the research hatchery. (Lyytinen 
2011.) A Research hatchery can form part of the studies 
also later on as the knowledge of the student increases 
and makes it possible to concentrate on desired subject 
specific matters. The more advanced students can also 
act as tutors for younger students in the research 
hatchery groups.  
Both the research hatchery and the advanced Project 
hatchery are essentially content-orientated. In other 
words, the target learning outcome of them relates to the 
subject matter itself. The difference between the 
research hatchery/advanced Project hatchery and the 
junior project hatchery is at its greatest in this context. 
In junior project hatcheries the orientation is towards 
methods rather than contents when compared to junior 
Project hatcheries. Working within the conceptual 
sphere of the project hatchery and gaining 
methodological skills precedes the production of content 
which happens in the research hatchery. (Lyytinen 
2011.) 
Research hatcheries bring the research done at the 
university to the proximity of every student. A student 
can participate in a research hatchery several times 
during the studies and move from less complicated tasks 
to more complicated ones as the studies progress. 
Advanced Project hatcheries bring the working life 
problems to the university to be solved by the students. 
They offer a great and easy access point to the 
surrounding environment and make it possible for the 
students to start building networks with working life 
partners already during their studies. (Kairisto-Mertanen 
et al. 2012) 
Hatchery based studying in TEB has been under 
development since 2004 and the work is still going on. 
In the future studying in hatcheries will be much more 
extensive. There will be cooperation with other faculties 
and there will also be international hatcheries.  
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LEARNING IN TEAMS 
A project called “Studying in teams” was established in 
spring 2012 in TEB. The aim of the project was to 
introduce the occasionally happening small group work 
as an integral way of studying for all students in the 
faculty. Special emphasis was put on first year students 
as they are in the beginning of their studies and during 
their first year learn the learning methods which they, 
most likely, will be following during the whole length 
of their studies. The project’s goals were to socialize 
students more efficiently in the faculty, to develop 
student’s social networks and to allow them to receive 
peer support, to decrease the level of dropping out of 
studies, to make students become trained for working 
life, and to encourage students to collaborative  
learning.  
In this pilot project all the first year degree students 
were divided into teams consisting of 4-5 students 
within their degree programmes. Every degree 
programme used studying in teams as a method in at 
least 2-5 study modules. In many degree programmes so 
called “BoostCamps” were used to increase the team 
spirit, to make the teams work together and get to know 
each other in a more relaxed environment, and to 
decrease the fear of failure. The feedback achieved from 
“BoostCamps” was mainly positive. 
Student’s opinions were asked regarding studying in 
teams with an electrical inquiry (N 267). Studying in 
teams was actively used since almost half of the 
students answered having had over five team sessions 
during fall 2012. Looking at team learning from the 
point of view of social learning students learn many 
social skills which are needed in innovation process and 
equally in working life where problems are solved and 
innovations are created in groups and networks. The 
results and experiences from the project show how the 
sharing of knowledge, experiences and views, as well as 
reflecting issues in teams makes learning deeper and 
supports the student in his or her studies. There are 
some examples of students’ answers to the question: 
What was positive in studying in teams? (see transcript 
1). 
Overall, studying in teams had succeeded well and 
experiences were encouraging. Studying in teams 
continues in the TEB and the degree programmes are 
encouraged to make the students study in the same 
“home” teams also when selecting their study modules 
for spring semester 2013. 
01 : Tietämyksen jakaminen ja sitä kautta sujuvampi     
   oppiminen. = Sharing our knowledge and     
   making learning that way more efficient.
02 :  Ryhmässä tekeminen tuo esiin useita     
   näkökulmia. = Studying in teams enables   
   several points of view.
03 : Jokainen voi oppia toisilta ja samalla myös   
   opettaa muita. = You can learn from others and 
   at the same time teach others.
04 : Tutustuu uusiin ihmisiin ja oppii erilaisten    
   ihmisten käytöksestä. Oppii miten eri ihmiset  
   suhtautuvat eri asioihin erilailla. Oppii myös  
   itsestä tiimin jäsenenä. = Getting to know new 
   people and learning how different people act. 
   Learning how people see things differently. 
   Learning about yourself as a member of a team.
05 : Se, ettei kaikkea tarvitse tietää ja päättää yksin  
   vaan tiimi tukee ja antaa ehdotuksia ja     
   vastauksia. = You don’t have to know and decide 
   everything yourself. Team gives support, 
   suggestions and answers.
Transcript 1: What was positive in studying in teams? 
DISCUSSION 
The working life is changing and it is obvious that we 
have to change our education and culture of teaching 
and learning in higher education to correspond the new 
demands. The modern world faces issues and challenges 
which are becoming more and more difficult to address 
within the framework of a single method, be that 
discipline or a profession. Bringing together experts 
from different fields, interacting with co-workers from 
diverse backgrounds and multidisciplinary research 
teams are all examples of possibilities for 
groundbreaking work if boundaries are set aside and 
solutions are looked for in previously underexplored 
areas. That’s why we have to create new learning 
environments were social learning is possible. 
Studying in hatcheries or teams are some examples of 
social environments where students teamwork and 
networking skills as well as social competency can be 
developed. The work done in hatcheries or in teams is 
usually divided among participants but, at the same 
time, the aim is to construct a shared outcome. Thus, 
this kind of learning involves both cooperative and 
collaborative elements. Furthermore, hatchery or team 
tasks are usually planned so that they could not be 
performed without the common efforts of the 
participants. The attitudes which participants possess 
are very significant indeed to the effectiveness of 
boundary crossing collaboration: “One of the crucial 
aspects of trans disciplinary training is the involvement 
of participants who are ready and willing to learn from 
other disciplines” (Wall & Shankar 2008). These are the 
kind of knowledge, skills and attitudes the graduating 
students should have. 
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The changes should certainly have an impact on the 
evaluation culture. The evaluation and assessment of 
education guides students’ acquisition and creation of 
knowledge and know-how. There is a clear need for 
new tools of assessment in order to ensure that students 
learn, in addition to the individual study field specific 
competencies, especially also, as defined in innovation 
pedagogy, the interpersonal and networking 
competencies required by the working life.  
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ABSTRACT 
Regional knowledge-based management is an 
emerging management approach in regional 
development that has been given high expectations 
for. The aim of this paper is to build a better 
understanding of the preconditions of regional 
knowledge creation process – practices that are 
aimed to create shared understanding and more 
aligned actions.  
The paper contributes to the question of what kind 
motivational factors are there present when people 
participate in knowledge creation in a non-
organisational context. The empirical grounding 
for the study is provided by data collected at an 
innovation camp based on co-creation. The paper 
provides insights for managerial purposes from the 
perspective of motivating regional developers into 
knowledge creation.  
INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this paper is to provide insights and practical 
advice for regional developers in their attempts to 
promote regional development. Sotarauta (2010) has 
stated that having influence in regional development is 
about changing the way in which people see the world 
and then voluntarily start realizing actions that will 
benefit both the region and themselves. However, not 
much of advice has been given to regional developers 
on how it could be done. The term knowledge 
 
leadership was set out as a call for a better 
understanding of managerial practices in the context of 
regional development (Sotarauta et al. 2012).   
Regional knowledge-based management is an emerging 
management approach in regional development that has 
been given high expectations for. Knowledge creation 
can be seen as one of the cornerstones of regional 
knowledge-based management, yet may be understood 
doubly. The more narrow and conventional definition of 
regional knowledge creation refers to innovation and 
production of commercially exploitable knowledge (e.g. 
Zhao and Ordóñez de Pablos, 2011). Regional 
innovation policy can be seen as the dominant tool for a 
region to improve on the competitiveness and to reach 
for the success. Innovation policies are destined to 
promote innovations that are generally seen 
quintessential for regional success. The policies are 
designed and realized through various regional actors 
with sometimes conflicting interests. However, policies 
may lose their potency the fewer actors are committed 
to them.  
The wider definition of regional knowledge creation, 
which is also applied in this paper, refers to various 
knowledge management practices that are aimed to 
create shared understanding between actors in a region 
that contribute to the regional development by more 
aligned actions (Käpylä and Salonius 2012). Therefore 
regional knowledge creation includes also other 
activities (along innovation policy making) that can help 
the region to act on issues that promote the regional 
success and wellbeing. 
This paper approaches regional knowledge-based 
management by considering motivational factors that 
are assumed to be present when regional actors 
participate in knowledge creation. It is argued here that 
by paying attention to the motivational factors, may 
help regional developers as they plan and organize 
development activities, and thus induce individuals to 
join knowledge creation. Thus, the need for the paper 
arises from the literature of regional studies, and the 
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problem is tackled with the literature of knowledge-
based management and motivation studies. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
REGIONAL KNOWLEDGE-BASED MANAGEMENT 
The need for regional knowledge management practices 
has been acknowledged by several authors (Zhao and 
Ordóñez de Pablos, 2011; Uotila et al. 2005; Sotarauta 
et al. 2012). However, it can be argued that the term 
knowledge management may be too narrow if it is 
strictly understood as a knowledge creation process 
where tacit and explicit knowledge alternate. Regional 
knowledge-based management is understood here as a 
management approach that combines different 
knowledge-related research streams in the context of 
regional development. According to the issue at hand, 
regional knowledge-based management can benefit for 
example from the disciplines of intellectual capital (IC), 
business intelligence (BI), knowledge management 
(KM) and information systems (IS) (Lönnqvist and 
Laihonen 2013). This view is supported by Nonaka and 
Reinmöller (1998) who argue that all processes by 
which knowledge is converted need to be supported at 
the regional level. 
In this paper, regional knowledge-based management 
exploits the disciplines of KM and IC. Regional 
knowledge-based management is understood as a 
knowledge creation process where regional actors 
participate in the formation and implementation of a 
regional vision and strategies to promote the regional 
development by providing their intellectual capital to 
the network. Therefore knowledge creation refers not 
only to innovations or other related new knowledge, but 
more over to shared vision through which more aligned 
actions are conceivable.    
To explore regional knowledge-based management 
from the managerial perspective is challenging, because 
unlike in the body of organizational knowledge-based 
literature (e.g. KM, IC) a region may not be viewed as 
an enterprise, but a network of actors with various and 
sometimes conflicting interests. Regional development 
through knowledge-based management activities is 
therefore seen as a regional partnership and the 
interaction between the actors in this study. 
REGIONAL KNOWLEDGE CREATION 
Regional knowledge creation refers to a process that 
takes place as regional developers participate in 
knowledge transfer and generation to “make something 
happen” in the region. The extended SECI model that 
has formerly been created for regional knowledge 
management (Harmaakorpi and Melkas, 2005; Uotila et 
al., 2005) which is based on Nonaka’s and Takeuchi’s 
(1995) SECI model can serve as a good framework for 
regional developers when structuring and describing 
regional development activities (Käpylä and Salonius 
2012). Käpylä and Salonius (2012) adjusted the 
extended SECI model with an IC approach in order to 
discuss the knowledge resources that enable knowledge 
creation in a more concrete way (Figure 1). Intellectual 
capital refers to organisational knowledge and collective 
capacity to generate knowledge into action utilising 
organisational learning (Reinhardt et al. 2001; Roos et 
al. 1998). 
The extended SECI model is based on continuous 
interaction with tacit and explicit knowledge as the 
original SECI model by Nonaka and Takeuchi. 
However, two phases of knowledge conversion 
(potentialisation and visualisation) were added to point 
out a third form of knowledge; self-transcending 
knowledge. Self-transcending knowledge refers to tacit 
knowledge prior to its embodiment and is considered 
another type of tacit knowledge. Ability to sense and 
presence emerging opportunities is associated with self-
transcending knowledge. (Scharmer 2001.) 
Incorporation of self-transcending knowledge was 
reasoned because a need for special regional dynamic 
capability, that is to be able to plan for the future while 
taking into account the dependency of the past, had been 
recognised. (Uotila et al. 2005.) The knowledge 
conversion phases in the extended SECI model are 
consequently (1) socialisation, (2) externalisation, (3) 
combination, (4) internalisation, (5) potentialisation and 
(6) visualisation.  
 
Figure 1: The extended SECI model adjusted with intellectual capital 
approach. 
However, not much discussion has been around how 
regional developers are actually induced to participate 
in the knowledge creation. As opposed to organisations 
where employees, at least in theory, can be obliged to 
participate in knowledge creation the same does not 
apply to the context of regional development.  
Since the 1990s, the regional development all over in 
Finland has been co-evolutionary by its nature. 
Promotion of regional development is increasingly seen 
as an interactive process between firms, various public 
or semi-public agencies and research institutions as 
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opposed to top-down policy-making and 
implementation processes. (e.g. Sotarauta 2010). Public 
authorities are increasingly relying on different 
networks and partnerships and complex network-based 
interaction and governance is forming within Finnish 
regional development (Airaksinen & Åström 2009; 
Fotel & Hanssen 2009; Harmaakorpi & Niukkanen 
2007; Sotarauta 2010).   
There is also an increasing awareness of the role of 
individual regional development officers and their 
influence on regional developmental processes as the 
modern governance emerges. Influence is gained 
through mobilisation, awareness-raising, framing, 
coordination and visioning between visions and at the 
end by changing the way in which people see the world, 
so that they will voluntarily turn their attention, 
decisions and actions towards actions that will benefit 
both the region and themselves. (Sotarauta 2010.) 
This paper takes a fresh approach on the issue of how 
regional developers can enhance their probabilities in 
influencing other actors and further regional 
development. Influencing is considered here to be based 
on knowledge creation process. Ability to induce, thus 
to motivate, regional developers into the knowledge 
creation process is seen as an important managerial 
skill.   
MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS  
The link between motivation and knowledge flow in 
organisations has been studied by several authors, and 
motivation has been found to play a key role (e.g. 
Osterloh and Frey 2000; Argote et al. 2003; Bock and 
Kim 2002; Lin 2007). Similarly, one has reason to 
assume that the same applies to the context of regional 
development. Most studies concerning knowledge 
sharing and motivation are nevertheless grounded in 
social exchange theory where the primary focus is on 
costs and rewards that affect knowledge sharing 
behavior (Swift et al. 2009). However, the existing 
literature on knowledge processes and motivation may 
not suffice in understanding the knowledge sharing 
motivational factors in the context of regional 
development, where the use of extrinsic rewards 
(financial incentives or other organisational rewards) is 
restricted. In addition, the case gets more complicated, 
for there are factors such as institutional and political 
interests present. However, the latter will not be 
discussed in this paper. 
As Ryan and Deci (2000a) put it, “to be motivated 
means to be moved to do something”. Similarly 
knowledge transfer is intimately connected to 
motivation (Osterloh and Frey 2000). The literature in 
motivational studies is extensive and the discipline 
involves a broad but often a complementary range of 
theories (e.g. need theories and cognitive theories). 
However, the topic is usually approached with the 
dichotomy of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. 
Intrinsic motivation refers to doing something because it 
is inherently interesting or enjoyable, and in the absence 
of external impetus (Deci and Ryan 1985). Intrinsic 
motivation “is valued for its own sake and appears to be 
self-sustained” (Calder and Staw 1975). According to 
Ryan and Deci (2000b) intrinsic motivation results from 
and is sustained by the satisfaction of inherent and 
universal needs for competence (feeling of effectiveness 
that results from mastering a task), autonomy 
(experience of behaviour as volitional and reflectively 
self-endorsed), and relatedness (need to interact, be 
connected, and experience care of others).  
Intrinsic motivation reflects the natural human tendency 
to learn and assimilate resulting in high quality learning 
and creativity. Intrinsically motivated people perform 
with greater commitment, effort, high-quality, and 
creativity. (Ryan and Deci 2000a; Ryan and Deci 
2000b; Amabile 1997.) According to Osterloh and Frey 
(2000) intrinsic motivation enables knowledge creation 
under conditions in which extrinsic motivation fails, 
especially when it comes to transferring tacit 
knowledge.  
Extrinsic motivation refers to doing something because 
it leads to a separable consequence (Deci and Ryan 
1985). The concept of extrinsic motivation has often 
been characterized as a pale and impoverished form of 
motivation that contrasts with intrinsic motivation (e.g. 
deCharms 1968). As a matter of fact, much of what 
people do is extrinsically motivated due to social 
pressures and variety of responsibilities that they 
experience especially after early childhood (Ryan and 
La Guardia 2000). However, extrinsic motivation can 
vary considerably in its relative autonomy and thus can 
either reflect external control or true self-regulation 
(Ryan and Deci 2000b). For example, regional 
developers who participate in the development activities 
only because they are adhering to the interests of their 
representative organisations are extrinsically motivated, 
as are those who participate because they personally 
grasp the value for the regional development. Both 
examples lead to a separable consequence manifesting 
instrumentalism rather than enjoyment of the task itself. 
However, the latter represents personal endorsement 
and a feeling of choice. 
Ryan and Deci (2000b) point out that individuals will be 
intrinsically motivated only for activities that hold 
intrinsic interest for them. Such activities are 
characterized with the appeal of novelty, challenge, or 
aesthetic value. However, activities that hold extrinsic 
interest for individuals should be designed to foster 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. This is 
expected to engender greater internalization 
(assimilation of a value or regulation) and integration 
(further transformation of that regulation so that 
subsequently it will emanate from one’s sense of self) 
which in turn is closely related to being intrinsically 
motivated.  
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In sum, regional knowledge creation as a process is 
expected to benefit from participants who hold intrinsic 
interest in the regional development activity at hand or 
regional development in general. Committed, creative 
and high-quality performing regional developers are 
certainly valuable for regional development. Naturally, 
not every regional development activity holds intrinsic 
interest for every party. Instead, many of the regional 
development activities require participation from 
different actors whose primary interests are by no means 
in regional development. Therefore, it is assumed to be 
useful to study what kind of motivational factors 
(intrinsic and extrinsic) are there present when 
individuals participate in knowledge creation in a non-
organisational context (e.g. regional development) and 
how they could be fostered. These findings are expected 
to be useful as regional developers design and plan 
regional development activities.  
DATA AND METHODS 
The empirical grounding for the study is provided by a 
self-completion questionnaire completed by 42 
respondents. The questionnaire was gathered during 
‘The Week of Wicked Problems’- an innovation camp 
based on co-creation - in Tampere, Finland in August 
2012. The concept of co-creation, first coined by 
Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), has been studied in 
different disciplines and the definitions vary according 
to the research stream in question. In general, the term 
co-creation refers to a shift in thinking from the 
organization as a definer of value to a more participative 
process where people and organizations together 
generate and develop meaning (Ind and Coates 2013). 
During three days, the innovation camp gathered 72 
people with a heterogeneous background (age, sex, 
education, experience) to find solutions for five wicked 
problems. The term wicked problem, at first used in 
social planning, refers to problems that are complex; 
having innumerable causes, difficult to solve by 
traditional processes or even to recognize (Rittel and 
Webber 1973). The innovation camp was organised 
around five wicked problems and their representative 
organisations (public and non-profit organisations). The 
representative organisations had set out a problem on 
which they hoped to find solutions in co-operation with 
the participants. For example the City of Tampere was 
looking for solutions concerning the better accessibility 
of one its family care services and a youth organisation 
was seeking out ways to improve opportunities for 
youth participation in societal matters. Five teams were 
compiled and the participants comprised of 
professionals, students and researchers from various 
fields. Each team also included one or two members 
from the representative organisations. All the teams 
were provided with professional facilitation and expert 
help to support innovating. 
The number of the applicants to the innovation camp 
was a surprise to the organizing party for almost 90 
applications were received. Women seemed to be more 
interested in the camp than men, because 71 % of the 
respondents were female and 29 % male. Attending the 
camp did not signify loss salary-wise for the majority. 
Most of the respondents (62 %) attended the camp 
within working hours, a generous one fifth (22 %) 
within working hours and on one's own account. Only 
16 % of the respondents attended the innovation camp 
on their own account. 
Innovation camp was considered a good context to 
study factors that motivate individuals to participate in 
knowledge creation in a non-organisational context, 
because partly similar factors are expected to be present 
when motivating regional developers in knowledge 
creation.  
This paper analyses the parts of the questionnaire that 
concerned the participants’ motivation for signing up 
for the innovation camp and their experiences after the 
camp was over. Two questions are analysed. The 
question concerning the motivation for participation was 
an open ended question. The question concerning the 
participants’ experiences after the camp was both a 
Likert-type question and an open-ended question. The 
participants were encouraged to elaborate further their 
choice of the Likert-type question.   
The open-ended questions were analysed using content 
analysis. The raw data was first organized through an 
open coding and then data was grouped reducing the 
number of categories by combining similar headings 
into broader categories. The coding was middle range 
by nature, because the categories came both from the 
data, and literature (Dey 1993). The content analysis 
was quantitative by nature and the content of the 
categories was presented in numeral form. Hence, the 
raw data was first processed and open coded without 
presuppositions. Based on the results of open coding 
subcategories were built using codes both from the 
literature and the data. As the subcategories had 
emerged, they were organized according to whether the 
subcategory represented intrinsic or extrinsic 
motivation. Finally, the relative incidence of the 
categories was counted. 
EVALUATION OF DATA  
The quality of the data can be assessed at least from two 
perspectives. Firstly, only the participants who attended 
the closing session of the innovation camp had the 
opportunity to answer the questionnaire. Some 
participants attended the innovation camp only partly. 
However, by visual estimate, everyone at the closing 
session completed the questionnaire (n=42).  
Secondly, the question addressing the participant’s 
motivation to sign up for the innovation camp may have 
had differing answers if the question had proposed 
before the innovation camp started. It is possible that 
expected benefits may have altered as the innovation 
camp proceeded and the events became concrete. 
Therefore, the reported causes for signing up for the 
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innovation camp may include insights that that have 
generated during the innovation camp. 
In general, the author is satisfied with the quality of the 
data. Although the data is not collected among regional 
developers per se (which is a nebulous term as well), it 
is argued here that by studying the motivation of the 
participants of the innovation camp can provide insights 
for the motivating and therefore the managing aspect of 
regional developers as well. Both groups have in 
common that joining in knowledge creation is mostly 
voluntary.  
The author is well aware that human motivation is 
difficult to study. People are not always aware of their 
behaviour nor do they always want to reveal their 
ultimate motives. In addition, the method used in this 
paper is far too middlebrow to study motivation as it is. 
The results of this study are not significant for 
motivational studies, but they are expected to shed new 
light on the managerial aspects of regional knowledge-
based development.  
RESULTS 
TYPE AND SOURCE OF MOTIVATION FOR 
PARTICIPATING IN THE INNOVATION CAMP 
The respondents were asked to tell why they decided to 
participate in the innovation camp. Multiple reasons was 
possible to provide. Three columns were used to 
illustrate the results (Table 1). First column, ‘Type of 
motivation’, shows whether the reported reason for 
participation signals participants’ intrinsic or extrinsic 
motivation. The second column, ‘Source of motivation’, 
is used to illustrate the quality of motivation, thus what 
are the intentions behind the participation. The third 
category, ‘Reported reasons for participation’ illustrates 
the raw data organized using open coding. 
According to the results some more than half of the 
reported reasons (54 %) pointed toward participants’ 
intrinsic motivation whereas less than half of the 
reasons (46 %) signalled extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic 
motivation was subcategorised in three: Task, 
competence and relatedness. Closer look at the reported 
reasons reveal that pure interest in the task (34 %) 
played significant role. To analyse more in detail, 
interest in the wicked problem, the co-creation method, 
and the innovation camp as an experience were 
reported. Reported reasons related to competence (13 
%) show that many of the participants were willing to 
share their knowledge without the condition of 
reciprocity. The results signal that the possibility to 
apply one’s competence supplied a need. Reasons 
relating to relatedness (7 %) were reported as well and 
they comprised motives with regard to the possibility to 
collaborate with like-minded people. Therefore, it may 
be concluded that the organizing party succeeded in 
appealing to participants’ intrinsic motivation by 
promising interesting tasks and possibilities to apply 
one’s competence and collaborate with like-minded 
people. On the other hand, the novelty and the new way 
of solving societal problems by co-creation may have 
appealed to many participants’ intrinsic motivation as 
such. 
Type of 
motivation
Source of 
motivation
Reported reasons for 
participation
Intrinsic    
54 % 
Task         
34 % 
Interesting problem (n = 8)    
13 % 
Interesting method (n= 7)      
11 % 
Interesting experience (n=6)    
10 % 
Competence 
13 % 
Possibility to apply one’s 
competence (n=8)                  
13 % 
Relatedness 
7 % 
Possibility to collaborate with 
like-minded people (n=4)        
7 % 
Extrinsic   
46 % 
Self-interest 
18 % 
Personal development (n=8)  
13 % 
Networking (n=3)                    
5 % 
Obligation 
28 % 
Work assignment (n=8)          
13 % 
External encouragement 
(n=6) 10 % 
Public participation (n=3)        
5 % 
100 % 100 % 100 % (n=61) 
Table 1. 
Extrinsic motivation, doing something for a separable 
outcome, explained a little less than half of the reasons 
for participation (46 %). Extrinsic motivation was 
subcategorised in two: self-interest (18 %) and 
obligation (28%). Self-interest included reasons relating 
to personal development (learning possibilities) and 
networking (networking and the solicitation of 
customers). The subcategory of obligation (28 %) 
included reasons that more or less relate to external 
pressure that respondent had experienced. Obligation 
was also the second significant source of motivation of 
all the reported reasons. The quality of obligation was 
grouped as follows: work assignment, external 
encouragement and public participation. The 
participants who attended the innovation camp due to a 
work assignment were primarily representatives of the 
organisations that were looking for solutions by co-
creation for the five wicked problems. External 
encouragement was reported six (6) times; participants 
had been requested to attend by a colleague, an 
employer or the organising party. Public participation 
represents reported reasons that relate participants’ 
social consciousness and willingness to help. To the 
author’s surprise only few (5 %) of the respondents 
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attended the innovation camp on the grounds of charity 
work or public participation. 
TYPE AND SOURCE OF MOTIVATION AFTER 
PARTICIPATING IN THE INNOVATION CAMP  
The second question analysed in this paper was both a 
Likert-type question and an open-ended question. The 
participants were asked to evaluate based on their 
experiences during the innovation camp whether their 
participation in the innovation camp had been a good 
choice. Level of agreement was surveyed with a five 
point Likert-type scale (5=To totally agree, 4=To agree 
to some extent, 3=Difficult to say, 2=To disagree to 
some extent, 1=To totally disagree).  The participants 
were encouraged to elaborate further their choice of the 
Likert-type question. Again, multiple reasons was 
possible to provide. Three columns were used to 
illustrate the results (Table 2). First two columns are 
identical with the Table 1 and the third column is used 
to illustrate the participants’ contentment after the 
innovation camp was over.  
The results show that 90 % (5= 72,5 %; 4= 17,5 %) of 
the respondents were satisfied from their decision to 
participate in the camp. Only few of the respondents 
(10%) chose the option 3 (difficult to say), yet the 
qualitative elaborations signalled contentment with the 
innovation camp. None of the respondents chose the 
options 1 and 2 that would have signalled 
discontentment.  
The further elaborations of contentment were analysed 
using the categorisation from question one. No 
significant changes occurred in the labelling of the 
subcategories. The results show that the division 
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation changed for 
the benefit of the latter (Table 2). The most prominent 
change in the column of ‘Source of motivation’ 
occurred between the categories of ‘Task’ and ‘Self-
interest’. Although the innovation camp was still 
considered as a meaningful experience by quite many 
respondents it seems that personal development 
(learning possibilities with the method and substance) 
was valued higher. Although networking possibilities 
were not highly valued before the innovation camp (5 
%) there was a rise in the figure after the innovation 
camp. Networking and new contacts were seemingly an 
additional bonus for some participants (14 %). It is also 
noteworthy that respondents who had participated in the 
innovation camp due to a work assignment believed that 
progress concerning the assignment was achieved. 
In conclusion, the organising party of the innovation 
camp seemed to succeed in inducing the participants to 
join the camp by appealing to participants’ intrinsic 
motivation. The innovation camp was seen an 
interesting event, especially due to the co-creation 
method, and the participants’ pure interest in the event 
explained most of the attendances.  It is also assumed 
that the problem setting by the organising party was 
successful, because many of the participants believed 
that they could apply their competence in solving the 
wicked problem. Presumably, the organising party 
succeeded in delivering the goods, since 90 % of the 
respondents would participate in the innovation camp 
again. Therefore, it seems that the innovation camp as 
an event succeeded in reciprocity by affording intrinsic 
rewards in addition to extrinsic rewards although 
traditional work-place rewards such as financial 
incentives or career promotion were not present.   
Type of 
motivation
Source of 
motivation
Reported contentment after 
the innovation camp
Intrinsic    
37 % 
Task         
20 % 
Meaningful experience (n = 
12) 20 % 
Competence 
12 % 
Possibility to apply one’s 
competence (n=7)                      
12 % 
Relatedness 
5 % 
Collaborating with like-
minded people (n=3)                                 
5 % 
Extrinsic   
63 % 
Self-interest 
49 % 
Personal development (n=20)    
34 %            
Networking (n=8)                      
14 % 
Refreshments (n=1)                     
2 % 
Obligation 
14 % 
Progress in work assignment 
(n=5) 8 % 
Public participation (n=3)            
5 % 
100 % 100 % 100 %  (n=59) 
Table 2. 
However, what possible impact would it have on the 
participants’ motivation if the work done by the teams 
was neglected? In the long run, it may be noteworthy to 
make sure that the participants are informed by the 
impact of their work. It is assumed that much of the 
enthusiasm towards the innovation camp before and 
after stemmed from the participants’ beliefs that their 
competence mattered and that they were able to produce 
solutions for wicked problems.   
DISCUSSION 
The primary interest of this study was to find out what 
kind of motivational factors are there present when 
people voluntarily participate in knowledge creation as 
opposed to knowledge creation in the work place 
context and how can these findings help regional 
developers in their attempts to promote regional 
development. According to the results it seems that in 
the context of regional development, it would be worth 
studying whether inducing in knowledge creation would 
benefit from specifically appealing to regional 
developers’ intrinsic motivation (task  and competence)  
and extrinsic motivation (personal development and 
networking). This could be done by designing the 
events, where the knowledge creation is to take place, 
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so that they support these motivational factors. Firstly, 
the knowledge creation event itself should be 
meaningful (interesting, fun) for the participants. 
Secondly, the participants should be able to evaluate in 
advance whether they can apply their competence for 
the benefit of knowledge creation. Thirdly, the desire 
for personal development (learning) should be 
acknowledged. Fourthly, yet not surprisingly, the 
networking possibilities should be emphasized.  
Knowledge creation is a fragile process that may be 
hindered by the public justification process; each 
individual is faced with the challenge of justifying his or 
her true beliefs in presence of others that are not in 
accordance with the ruling paradigm. (von Krogh 1998.) 
In addition, knowledge can only be volunteered, not 
forced or obliged (Snowden 2002). Therefore regional 
knowledge creation process should not be seen as an 
activity that will occur automatically. Instead, 
considering that regional developers are by no means 
only dedicated to promoting regional wellbeing, but 
have several other interests and work assignments in 
their representative institutions, there is a need to pay 
attention to the preconditions for knowledge creation. 
Firstly, how to motivate regional developers to 
contribute to regional development activities and 
secondly, how to create a trustful and encouraging 
atmosphere where different and sometimes conflicting 
views can be expressed. It is assumed that regional 
developers would benefit from acquiring facilitative 
skills and techniques. 
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ABSTRACT 
Hacker spaces, maker spaces, Living Labs, Fab 
Labs or co-working spaces are common 
denominations of localized spaces of 
collaboration (LSC) where knowledge 
communities meet to collectively innovate. These 
spaces can represent a key element in the 
innovation ecosystem of cities, bridging between 
individual’s creativity and the firms’ innovation. 
However, the increasing importance of this 
phenomenon has been overlooked by researchers 
on innovation both in organizations and in 
territories. The research here presented is a first 
attempt to study the LSC phenomenon globally, 
by proposing a typology that classifies 120 spaces 
depending on the leaders (users or organizations) 
and the main driver (social or economic) of the 
projects developed in the LSC. The contribution 
of this paper is to propose a practical methodology 
that could be applicable to the classification of 
other existing LSC. Furthermore, the proposed 
typology could be used by policy makers to 
reinforce the interactions between the actors of the 
local innovation ecology. 
INTRODUCTION 
The creativity necessary to develop innovative 
products is often found outside firms, in the same local 
innovative environment. But selecting and hiring single 
talented individuals might not be sufficient to integrate 
the innovation developed externally due to the fact that 
innovation is generally the result of co-creation within 
communities outside firms and not the result of single 
individuals. 
A territory’s innovation capacity highly depends on its 
capacity of enabling knowledge flows between the 
different stakeholders. Beyond the classical view that 
considers innovation as a process run in the R&D 
departments, organizations both private and public 
currently put in place ways of tapping the creative and 
innovative capacity of a vast number of individuals that 
are outside their formal boundaries. 
These practices have generally taken a top-down 
approach. Open innovation (Chesbrough 2003) for 
instance has focused in initiatives from firms to align 
collective efforts towards the development of 
commercialized products and services. Public 
institutions have also progressively allowed a higher 
citizens’ participation by providing more information 
and receiving feedback through the use of new 
technologies of information and communication. 
However, as the creative class theory advocates 
(Florida 2012), soft aspects like, for instance, to nurture 
a lively artistic and cultural local atmosphere is also 
important to attract talented and creative workers that 
will contribute to the local innovation system. 
In the last decades, hacker spaces, maker spaces, 
Living Labs, Fab Labs or co-working spaces and other 
localized spaces of collaboration (LSC from now on) 
have spread worldwide. These spaces, despite having 
common aspects, take different configurations. 
In this paper, the different LSC are analyzed to 
determine a typology wide enough to include the 
biggest amount of LSC but considering enough 
detailed criteria to allow a meaningful classification. 
A LSC is defined as a space open to the public in order 
to foster collective creativity. For our research, we 
have considered the following common characteristics 
shared by all LSC: 
• 1) they are spaces open to the general public. 
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• 2) they have a defined focus and goal 
collectively agreed by their members. 
• 3) they share information, and tools among 
the members and they encourage the free 
sharing of knowledge 
The above definition is related to the three common 
characteristics that define a community of practice 
(Wenger 1999). 
The increasing phenomenon of LSC has been related to 
commons-based peer-production (Benkler & 
Nissenbaum 2006) and the emergent ‘fabbing’ 
movement (Troxler 2010). However, we have avoided 
including the terms “fabrication” or “production” that 
have connotations of tangibility and materiality to also 
consider collaborative spaces that might focus on the 
development of immaterial outcomes, like services, 
new knowledge or networking. 
Around the world, several thousands of spaces with a 
diversity of names fulfill the above definition like labs 
(Fab Labs, medialabs, Living Labs, maker labs), hubs, 
thinktanks, clubs, maker spaces etc. However, a 
considerable number are labeled by their members 
under the following four denominations: Fab Labs, 
Living Labs, co-working spaces, and hacker spaces. 
LITERATURE AND THEORY 
Research on innovation in economic geography has 
dealt with the study of knowledge flows between actors 
in geographical proximity, underlining the importance 
of the transfer of knowledge and most importantly, 
tacit knowledge (Gertler 2003; Maskell & Malmberg 
1999; Howells 2002; Howells 2012). 
The distinction between two kinds of knowledge, tacit 
and explicit, is important in the study of localized 
learning (Polanyi, 1966). Explicit knowledge is the 
knowledge that can be codified and consequently easily 
transmitted. Tacit knowledge, on the contrary, can be 
difficult expressed and codified due to that “we can 
know more that we can tell” (Polanyi 1966, p.4). These 
two kinds of knowledge are intimately related in the 
process of knowledge creation and cannot be separated 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). The transmission of tacit 
knowledge requires a close and frequent interaction 
between individuals. This is the reason why face-to-
face contact and co-location are important aspects for 
the transmission of tacit knowledge. But co-location by 
itself cannot ensure knowledge transfer and learning 
(Boschma 2005). Cognitive proximity is necessary to 
obtain the sufficient absorptive capacity to be able to 
detect and take advantage of the new knowledge 
(Nooteboom et al. 2007). 
However, geographical and cognitive proximity are not 
independent. One of the main arguments in the 
“learning regions” thesis (see for instance Florida 
1995; Morgan 1997; Maskell & Malmberg 1999) is 
that tacit knowledge cannot be transferred easily 
because it needs a face-to-face interaction between 
individuals that share the same institutional context 
about communication codes, values and conventions. 
Furthermore, the transfer of tacit knowledge cannot be 
dissociate from the creation of new knowledge as the 
two phenomena occur simultaneously through the 
mechanism of user-producer interaction (Lundvall 
1988; Gertler 1995). The new knowledge is 
consequently deeply embedded in the geographical 
context and is dependent of all the implied 
stakeholders. The potential innovations that would 
derive from this knowledge would be then the result of 
a co-creation that could be fruit of informal interaction 
and not deliberate. 
According to this perspective, knowledge transmission 
is not unidirectional between knowledge producers and 
knowledge users but bidirectional. Consequently, 
innovation is the result of this social interaction. To 
more deeply understand how the interaction between 
individuals’ creativity and the innovation process in 
formal firms develops in the context of a creative 
territory, Cohendet et al. (2010) argue that the creative 
“underground” that is formed by artists, hackers and 
activists relates to the formal firms and institutions of 
the so-called “upperground” through the intermediary 
of knowledge communities, that form the 
“middleground”. These ontological strata of the 
innovation actors contribute to the understanding of the 
interaction between local firms, that follow the market 
rules, and creative individuals, that might follow an 
artistic logic far from the market logic. The 
underground and the upperground might be cognitively 
distant but share the same “creative milieu”. 
Research on knowledge communities in general and 
communities of practice specifically highlight the 
crucial role that they play in the knowledge flow 
(Brown & Duguid 2000; Wenger 1999; Wenger & 
Snyder 2000). According to this literature, cognitive 
and social proximities play a major role than 
geographic proximity, allowing tacit knowledge to 
flow beyond the localized context of the knowledge 
creation among the community members (Amin & P 
Cohendet 2004). Even if this might be true in 
theoretical terms, in practice, the intensity of 
interaction among members of a community of practice 
force them to concentrate their knowledge exchange 
with a limited number of persons, mainly the ones 
whom they share a closest proximity and relationship 
(Brown & Duguid 2000, p.143). 
These studies have however mainly underlined the 
importance of knowledge communities in an 
organizational context (Wenger 2000; Wenger & 
Snyder 2000; Amin & P Cohendet 2004). The role that 
play communities outside organizations in the 
innovation process has been seldom investigated. 
However, a multitude of LSC has emerged in the last 
decades creating a phenomenon that has been referred 
as “fabbing” (Troxler 2010). In the next section, 
different knowledge communities represented by 
diverse types of LSC are presented. The differences 
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between them are analyzed in order to define a 
typology of LSC. 
DATA AND METHODS 
This research includes data from LSC that use the 
following four denominations: Fab Labs, Living Labs, 
co-working spaces, and hacker spaces. The theoretical 
and practical reasons are the following: Firstly, taking 
groups of LSC offers a first rough filter of spaces as 
each group includes several hundred spaces. The 
available definitions of these groups also allow 
confirming as a first approach the applicability of the 
above LSC definition. Secondly, the groups are 
independent. Apart from few exceptions, there are no 
LSC that consider themselves as belonging 
simultaneously to two denominations. Thirdly, for all 
four denominations, listings of spaces are published 
online and are of public access. 
This study is based on primary source data, as it 
analyses texts extracts from the webpages of the 
different LSC. The extracts were the texts described by 
the LSC responsible members or founders to describe 
their activities and goals. Generally the texts were 
under the section title “About us”, “Mission”, “Who 
we are” or similar. Other parts of the website that 
would deal with these issues were also used in some 
cases. The text length was two pages in average. In the 
case of Living Labs, the data used was the form that 
each space filled in to apply to be officially recognized 
by the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL). 
Table 1 represents the sources where the listings were 
extracted from. Analyzed spaces were selected 
randomly from the listings after discarding not active 
spaces and spaces with no webpage. 
LSC 
denominati
on 
Data source 
Total number of 
active spaces 
worldwide 
Number of 
spaces 
analyzed 
Fab Labs http://wiki.fablab.is/wi
ki/Portal:Labs 
About 220 30 
Co-
working 
spaces 
http://wiki.coworking.c
om/w/page/29303049/
Directory 
About 2500 30 
Hacker 
spaces 
http://hackerspaces.org/
wiki/List_of_Hacker_S
paces 
Around 800 30 
Living 
Labs 
http://www.openlivingl
abs.eu/livinglabs 
319 30 
 TOTAL About 4000 120 
Table 1: Data sources 
FABLABS 
The Fab Lab concept originated in MIT’s 
interdisciplinary Center for Bits and Atoms where a 
first lab was put in place empowering students to make 
(almost) anything (Gershenfeld 2005) by the use of 
new technological tools for rapid prototyping like 3D 
printers, laser cutters, and programmable sewing 
machines that allow small-scale production. There is 
currently a network of Fab Labs composed by more 
than 220 labs distributed around the globe, cities and 
rural areas, rich and developing countries. All Fab Labs 
follow MIT’s charter (CBA-MIT 2012). They serve a 
wide spectrum of users, from youth, inventors as well 
as companies and students. They also serve multiple 
uses like teaching, professional development, applied 
research and research services.  
CO-WORKING SPACES 
The co-working movement started in the early 2000’s 
(Spinuzzi 2012). Co-working spaces are more than 
mere shared offices. They have a focus on knowledge 
sharing and collaboration among their members. Even 
if the spaces are very different in both services and 
culture, they shared four common values: 
“collaboration, openness, community and 
sustainability” (Leforestier 2009). 
Co-working enables collaboration, shared knowledge 
and mutual learning and offers opportunities to reach 
commercial deals among co-workers (Cohen 2011). 
These spaces allow encounters between people 
working in different professions that can result in new 
innovations (Heikkilä 2012). Co-working spaces take 
generally the legal form of a startup that charges 
monthly fee for allowing its members to have access to 
common equipment and facilities. Co-workers, apart 
from the advantage of sharing fixed costs, identify the 
interaction with other people, random discoveries and 
opportunities, knowledge sharing and being member of 
a strong community as the main advantages of joining 
a co-working space (Deskmag 2012). 
MAKER SPACES / HACKER SPACES 
Even though hacker spaces or other similar terms like 
hacklabs (Maxigas 2012) do not respond to a clear 
definition, they could be straightforwardly defined as 
being communities’ workspaces which operate on the 
principles of hacker ethics (Himanen 2002; Levy 2001; 
Farr 2009). They are driven by an open culture that, 
through a sharing attitude and a peer-to-peer approach, 
can enhance the development of distributed networks 
and social bonds (Bauwens 2005). Emerging from the 
counter culture (Grenzfurthner & Schneider 2009), 
hacker spaces are a large set of differing places, with 
one ubiquitous feature: a community of enthusiasts 
sharing a common motivation (Schlesinger et al. 2010). 
Altruism, community commitment, meeting other 
hackers in the real world and having fun seem to be the 
most important factors of motivation (Moilanen 2012). 
Some spaces that do activities similar to hacker spaces 
do not use the term “hacker” to refer to themselves. 
This fact might be due to a general misinterpretation of 
the word that can be related to illegal practices 
(Moilanen 2012) and have opted by using other terms 
like ‘maker space’.  
Maker-spaces is another usual term to designate 
workshops that offer access to machines and tools for 
experimenting with technology and production 
processes; they are characterized by a culture of 
openness that relies on sharing knowledge, skills and 
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tools (Seravalli 2012). These “shared machines shops” 
(Hess 1979) are open self-organized environments, 
generally nonprofit organization, with a strong 
emphasis on invention and technology based on 
exploration and free-sharing of knowledge. Following 
hacker ethic, they also focus on community 
development and the improvement of society.  
LIVING LABS 
Living Labs are driven by two main ideas: a) involving 
users early on in the innovation process, and b) 
experimentation in real world settings, aiming to 
provide structure and governance to user participation 
in the innovation process (E Almirall & J Wareham 
2008). A typical Living Lab looks like a collaborative 
project engaging companies, academia, government 
and technological centers, where users are involved in 
nascent development stages and successive iterations 
are validated in real life environments. Living Labs 
have grown in the few years to a network of 
institutions comprising more than 300 members, not 
only in Europe, but also in Brazil, South Africa, 
Mozambique, China and Taiwan (Almirall & Wareham 
2010). 
EVALUATION OF DATA 
The research was based on an exploratory study as it 
deals with an emergent phenomenon (Eisenhardt 1989) 
and there is a lack of research about LSC. Information 
about activities in the different LSC is however 
overwhelming as LSC tend to document all their 
activities and resources on their websites. The 
methodological approach for the typology has tried to 
be as inclusive as possible to take into consideration 
the biggest possible amount of LSC. To do so, we have 
opted for a qualitative research based on text analysis 
of the content of the selected LSC webpages. 
The definition of a typology of LSC presented several 
challenges. The first obstacle was the big amount and 
diversity of collaborative spaces and the terms to 
define them risked to cause “death by data 
asphyxiation” (Pettigrew 1990). This obstacle was 
avoided firstly by limiting the scope of the research by 
specifying the common aspects to be considered to 
include a LSC in the study, following the definition of 
LSC. For instance, spaces that were not open to the 
general public were excluded of the analysis. Secondly, 
by grouping the LSC in a priori classification that 
responds to the above definition of LSC. We identified 
four main denominations of LSC that each clusters 
several hundred LSC: Fab Labs, Living Labs, co-
working spaces and hacker spaces. Thirdly, by starting 
the analysis focusing on a short list of thirty spaces for 
each identified main denomination, summing 120 
spaces in total. The sample has been extracted 
randomly from the listings and will be used to define 
the typology that will later be used as the framework to 
analyze further LSC. 
The second challenge was to identify commonalities 
and differences between the selected LSC. The first 
step consisted in a rough text analysis to extract the 
most cited words considering all texts together using 
Nvivo software. The results showed that the words 
“project” and “projects” -taken together- represent the 
most cited words taking all the texts together (0,93% of 
the total number of words in the 120-text sample). 
Once the main similarity between all the LSC was 
identified (they all deal with projects), our research 
focused on determining the differences between the 
LSC projects. 
The second step of the analysis consisted in a 
qualitative analysis of the raw data to identify the two 
main axis of classification related to differences in 
projects developed in the LSC. Data from the LSC was 
systematically coded with Nvivo software according to 
the following aspects about the LSC projects: types of 
users, types of shared tools, types of funding, types of 
interactions and relationships and types of outcomes. 
Following a quantification strategy (Langley 1999), we 
identified the aspects that could explain more 
significantly the differences between different LSC 
projects.  
The first classification depends on the goal of the 
projects. LSC can be classified considering if projects 
developed in the LSC have a non-profit goal or not. 
Non-profit projects include educational projects, 
projects aiming social integration or hobbyist projects. 
For-profit projects include projects developed for an 
entrepreneurial endeavor or for a company or aiming to 
the territorial economic development. 
The second classification axis differentiates between 
the LSC that develop project that are led by individuals 
and the ones that are led by institutions. These are 
projects that are initiated, sponsored or proposed by 
organizations and institutions. 
Following these classification guidelines, the third step 
of our analysis consisted in determining the keywords 
that were more recurrent and that could justify the 
classification issued of the previous step. This was 
done by the quantification of the most cited words of 
the quotations used in the second step. The resulting 
keywords are represented in Table 2. 
The fourth step consisted in cleaning the results by 
checking that each keyword corresponded to the 
considered aspect by analyzing the meaning of the 
keyword used in the context of the quotation. 
The fifth step was to assign a numerical value to each 
LSC for each of the four aspects corresponding to the 
number of times that a keyword corresponding to each 
aspect was cited. Afterwards, each LSC was reduced to 
a binome (H;V) consisting in: H = Aspect A – Aspect 
B and V = Aspect C – Aspect D. All the LSC were 
represented graphically.  
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Id. Aspect Keywords coded 
A Projects mainly 
lead by 
INSTITUTIONS 
network, research, city, public, partners, 
university, students, education, infrastructure, 
industry, government, country, researchers, 
businesses, national, institutions, enterprises 
B Projects mainly 
lead by USERS 
community, ideas, involved, together, artists, 
interested, inventors, personal, idea 
C FOR PROFIT 
projects or 
focusing on local 
ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
work, innovation, business, research, services, 
office, partners, entrepreneurs, products, 
companies, professional(s), team, 
management, service, company, industry, 
private, production, market, businesses, 
economic, enterprises 
D Projects NON 
PROFIT projects 
or focusing on 
SOCIAL ISSUES 
social, environment, rural, free, students, 
artists, education, society, educational 
Table 2: Coded keywords 
RESULTS 
The results of the analysis are represented in Figure 1 
(graduation and scale of the axis have been deleted to 
focus on the relative position of the LSC).
 
Figure 1: Representation of 120 LSC according to the leadership and 
the focus of the projects developed. 
Figure 2 represents the relative position of the four 
LSC denominations (as an average of the 30 LSC 
included in each category). 
 
Figure 1: Relative position of the different denominations according 
to the leadership and the focus of the projects developed. 
The results show that there are substantial differences 
between the approaches of the different four 
denominations. The two groups of LSC that are 
integrated in a formal network and that have committed 
to follow specific guidelines, the Living Labs and the 
Fab Labs, show a smaller dispersion than the 
denominations with blurrier definitions, the co-working 
spaces and the hacker spaces.  
Co-working spaces show a clear focus on the economic 
aspect. The fact that services offered by these spaces 
aim generally for-profit startups or freelance 
professionals could justify this aspect. As Fab Labs, 
co-working spaces present a mix of projects, some of 
them proposed and funded by institutions, and some by 
their users. 
Considering the project focus, the majority of the 
hacker spaces that have been analyzed are relatively 
closed to the average Fab Lab, indicating that, despite 
not using the same denomination, the goals and the 
focus are similar. The analysis shows as well that 
hacker spaces have also an interest in economic 
development of their local environment. This fact does 
not imply that their projects are for profit, but that in 
certain cases they welcome entrepreneurs and are 
interested in the economic impact of their activities in 
their local environment. This aim is coherent with 
hacker ethics that advocate for a positive impact in the 
social and economic environment. 
Living Labs are the LSC that follow the most a top-
down approach. They are normally founded and funded 
by public institutions and are located in public 
buildings. In opposition, hacker spaces are the LSC 
that developed the most projects that are initiated by 
their members. Most hacker spaces websites are a 
showroom for their members’ individual projects. 
DISCUSSION 
Even though the four LSC groups present differences 
that justify the use of different denominations, the 
analysis showed that, excluding extreme cases, the 
hacker spaces / maker spaces and Fab Labs share 
similar approaches. They all are mainly concerned 
about projects led by users and about having an impact 
on the social environment. Living Labs have also the 
social concern but the influence of institutional 
initiative is much stronger. The results of the analysis 
have not identified LSC that have a clear economic 
focus and at the same time are led by institutions or 
formal organizations. We suggest that the innovation 
approach advocated by open businesses fulfills these 
conditions. Open businesses are organizations that by 
applying open business models (Chesbrough 2007), 
chose to increase transparency and stakeholder 
inclusion. Their structures are open, and voluntary 
contributors are rewarded in proportion to their 
implication, reputation and the economic impact of 
their work. Such businesses respond to the LSC 
definition that has been used in this research and at the 
same time are for-profit organizations. This 
organizational structure is emergent and few 
companies apply open business practices (one example 
would be open network Sensorica.ca operating mainly 
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in Montreal). In Table 3 the summary of the typology 
of LSC is represented. 
 
 Focus on individuals goals 
Focus on 
organizational goals
Economic main 
driver Co-working space Open business 
Social main driver Hacker space, maker space, Fab Lab Living Lab 
Table 3: Typology of LSC 
LSC are the spaces where knowledge communities 
meet and co-create. According to Cohendet et al. 
(2010), such communities are part of the 
“middleground” playing the crucial role of being the 
communicating bridge between the individuals of the 
“underground” and the formal organizations of the 
“upperground”.  
Our results show that the different typologies of LSC 
can be ordered according to its relative proximity to the 
underground and the upperground (Figure 3). 
 
Figure 3: LSC as the middleground 
LSC beyond being mere physical meeting places of 
communities, develop in cognitive spaces of 
knowledge sharing (Grandadam et al. 2012). The 
importance of projects in LSC highlighted in this study 
is in accordance with the literature of localized 
innovation. Projects align temporary efforts and 
integrate the diversity of the actors of the local 
innovation ecology (Grabher 2002; Grabher 2001) by 
connecting the under-, the middle- and the 
upperground (Grandadam et al. 2012). 
IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY MAKERS 
Urban and regional innovation policies have aimed the 
firm level (for instance, by reducing taxes) or the 
individual level (for instance, by applying policies to 
attract talent, following Floridian theories). Few 
policies have however fostered the identification, and 
nurturing of an intermediary level between firms and 
individuals: the communities (Cohendet et al. 2010). 
This study contributes in this direction by identifying 
actors of the middleground and by studying their 
relative distance to the upper- and middleground. 
CONCLUSION 
The contribution of this paper is to present a first 
attempt to define a typology of the emergent 
phenomenon of LSC. Even though the number of LSC 
created around the world is increasing substantially 
every year, there is little research that studies the 
phenomenon globally or that studies separately any of 
the LSC denominations presented in this paper. The 
methodology applied in this research present also 
several advantages. Firstly, it uses publicly available 
data, from primary sources. Secondly, using keyword 
quantification simplifies the characterization of LSC. 
Thirdly, as a consequence of the previous points, this 
methodology could be applied to consider the 4000 
LSC (see Table 1) that the four studied denominations 
include. 
This analysis presents though a number of limitations. 
First, it considers keywords as a proxy for 
characteristics. However, this might lead to an 
oversimplification of the data and a loss of the richness 
of the data. The methodology also forces a translation 
of the source data in order to apply the keyword 
analysis, with the consequential risk of loss of context. 
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ABSTRACT
Increasing complexity and market changes are 
forcing firms to participate in new alliances to seek 
information in order to be able to respond to these 
challenges. Although there has recently been a 
shift towards interactive innovation processes,
innovation support and collaboration models are 
still primarily based on the traditional linear model. 
That is why there seems to be a lack of possibilities
and surroundings for organizations to participate in 
DUI based innovation activities.
This study describes the establishment of a new 
type of a regional SME network in order to raise 
the level of cooperation and doing-using-
interacting innovation activities in a region, the 
premises behind it and the reasons for SMEs to 
participate in it.
INTRODUCTION
A more competitive environment for manufacturing and 
service organizations has been developing during the 
last years, which is forcing a change in the operational 
environments of organizations. To be successful in that 
turbulent and competitive environment, organizations 
need to continuously improve their competencies in 
terms of new business models, collaboration strategies, 
and innovation capabilities (Ermilova & Afsarmanesh, 
2006.) As the global economic competition is getting 
tougher, regions seek for new ways to boost regional 
innovativeness and the economic success of local 
enterprises (e.g. Tura & Harmaakorpi, 2005). The 
Finnish innovation policy has changed towards a broad-
based innovation policy which embraces the importance 
of not only Science-Technology-Innovation (STI) (e.g. 
Jensen et al., 2007) activities but also more practice-
based Doing-Using-Interacting (DUI) (e.g. Jensen et al.,
2007) innovation activities.
Creating smart specialization strategies and focusing on 
regions’ own strengths is promoted both on the national 
and the EU level. Small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs) form the basis of both national and regional 
economic activity and are thus a crucial part of regional 
innovation systems, even though large enterprises 
appear as the lead firms in regional systems. In the 
current business environment, it is important for SMEs 
to continuously innovate and seek for new business 
potential. However, SMEs often operate strongly 
focused on their own businesses and they do not 
collaborate with each other, even though this would be 
beneficial from the perspective of DUI activities. 
Because SMEs often lack the resources to benefit from 
DUI activities, different networks create possibilities for 
firms to gain and create new knowledge needed in 
innovation processes by building social capital and 
enhancing co-operation between firms. Therefore the 
participation in networks has become more important 
for organizations trying to achieve competitive 
advantages and innovation capability, especially if the 
company is small or medium sized (Camarinha-Matos 
et al., 2009). Although there has recently been a shift 
towards interactive innovation, innovation support is 
still primarily based on the linear model (e.g. Tödtling 
and Kaufman, 2002). 
This paper describes the establishment of the regional 
innovation network, reasons for SMEs to participate in 
it and the role of the university in the innovation 
network context. The aim of the study is to examine (1) 
whether SMEs operating in different fields of business 
can be brought together to collaborate in a DUI-based 
innovation network, and if so, (2) what are the reasons 
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for them to participate? And (3) what is the role of a 
university in building a regional innovation network? 
REGIONAL INNOVATION NETWORKS AND 
SOCIAL CAPITAL
Regional innovation systems consist of several 
innovation networks (Harmaakorpi & Melkas, 2005). 
Regional innovation networks again consist of 
heterogeneous groups of actors such as firms, 
technology centres, higher education organisations and 
development organisations (Tura & Harmaakorpi, 
2005). The structures of these kinds of regional 
networks are looser than networks between or within 
individual organizations. Regional innovation capability 
consists of joint innovation capability of all the actors of 
the innovation network, which can be more than the 
sum of its parts (Tura & Harmaakorpi, 2005). Previous 
studies have focused on regional clusters or SME 
networks of some specific field of business, but less on 
networks that reach beyond the cluster or industry 
boundaries.
Although most regional innovation networks fulfil 
certain typical characteristics formed from a
heterogeneous group of actors having different values, 
goals and ways of acting, the role of creating suitable 
surroundings for achieving common goals and 
collaboration must be emphasized. The development of 
linkages, networks and collaboration between different 
operators is required due to the interactive character of 
the learning process in regional innovation networks 
(e.g. Cappelin and Steiner, 2002). Tödtling and 
Kaufman (2002) suggested that SMEs could be 
supported by tailored “packages” which include 
elements of awareness raising, networking, training and 
commercialization. 
Nahapiet and Goshal (1998) define social capital as “the 
sum of the actual and potential resources embedded 
within, available through, and derived from the network 
of relationships”. It can be considered a resource that is 
located in the relations of the actors of an organization 
or a network, and is thus a collective good (Smedlund 
2008). The impact of social capital on building regional 
and organizational innovation capability is widely 
acknowledged (see e.g. Cooke & Wills, 1999, Iyer at 
al., 2005, Cooke et al., 2005, Tura & Harmaakorpi, 
2005, Rutten & Boekema, 2007). Tura and Harmaakorpi 
(2005) have noted that social capital plays a significant 
role when building regional innovation capability, since
it has an effect, for example, on the amount and 
diversity of knowledge achievable by an actor. 
Harmaakorpi and Melkas (2005) have also presented 
several concrete advantages of a trustful atmosphere and 
sufficient social capital in regional innovation networks, 
such as better productivity and reducing transaction and 
coordination costs. 
OPEN INNOVATION AND DUI ACTIVITIES
Increasing competitiveness and technological changes
are activating organizations to participate in different 
types of vertical and horizontal alliances and to use
open innovation tools to seek information in order to be 
able to respond to market changes (e.g. Chesbrough, 
2003). Due to widely dispersed knowledge across 
multiple public and private organizations, companies 
may find it hard to innovate singly, so they rather need 
to engage in alternative innovation practices 
(Chesbrough, 2003). Open innovation can be seen as a
broad concept with different dimensions. In most 
studies, a distinction is made between purposive out-
flows and inflows of knowledge to accelerate internal 
innovation processes. 
External networking is considered one important 
dimension which is associated with open innovation 
(Chesbrough et al., 2006). It includes many activities to 
connect with external sources of social capital, 
including both organizations and persons. As such, it 
comprises both formal collaborative projects and 
informal networking activities. 
An open and communicative environment and a free 
flow of information can be seen as an important part to 
boost innovation activities in organizations (e.g. 
Johannessen, 2009). Jensen et al. (2007) have identified 
two modes of learning and innovation, the Science-
Technology-Innovation (STI) mode and the Doing-
Using-Interacting (DUI) mode. The STI mode of 
learning is based on scientific and codified knowledge, 
whereas the DUI mode refers to more practice- and 
experience-based learning, learning by doing, using and 
interacting. According to Jensen et al. (2007), 
combining these two modes is what truly improves an 
organisation’s innovation performance. Lundvall (2007) 
also notes that the distinction between these two modes 
of learning is fundamental when designing management 
strategies and public policies. National and regional 
innovation policies have been strongly based on 
fostering STI-type learning, even though nowadays 
innovations are considered to be developed in very 
practice-based environments and in the interfaces of 
different knowledge bases and fields of businesses. Our 
aim in this case study was to build a network around a 
heterogeneous group of SMEs in order to enhance the 
innovation capability by a DUI type of learning.
COLLABORATIVE NETWORK
ORGANIZATIONS  
Tödtling and Kaufman (2002) suggested in their study 
that direct support programmes are effective in helping 
already innovative SMEs with respect to straightforward 
and well-articulated needs in the innovation process. 
However, one of the weaknesses of these programs is 
that their customers are already innovative. They are 
hardly stimulating firms to start or upgrade innovation 
activities. Therefore, there is a need for surroundings 
that get other SMEs involved in innovation activities.
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As the economic challenges have forced organizations 
to develop their business and seek new innovations, 
universities are more often seen as important sources of 
knowledge, innovation and economic growth 
(Perkmann et al., 2011). Due to this, firms increasingly 
source innovation by forming alliances with universities 
(e.g. Perkmann et al., 2011; Isaksen & Karlsen, 2010). 
Alliances with universities enable firms to participate in 
networks focused on specific technical or scientific 
subject areas. Among other benefits gained from 
networking with oganizations, they may lead to new 
opportunities for engaging academics as collaborators or 
consultants (Perkmann & Walsh, 2008). 
Motivations for firms to engage in alliances with 
universities might vary according to size; while the 
interest of large organizations might be towards 
sourcing new ideas and concepts for the future, the 
SMEs have specific needs, usually more organizational 
based (e.g. Perkmann et al., 2011). So SMEs are 
traditionally seen to be interested in using their 
relationships with universities to address specific needs 
which are urgent to their business performance (Santoro 
and Chakrabarti, 2001). For SMEs, challenges in
participating in long-term innovation or development 
processes with universities lie mainly in lack of 
resources. Therefore, SMEs are more likely to
collaborate with universities in projects where the 
results of development can be commercialized in short 
order (Peças & Henriques, 2006). However, some SMEs 
admit that it would be important to get more 
information of future business opportunities and to seek 
more innovation potential by co-operating with other 
local organizations.
Although external and novel knowledge can be gained 
from universities in different parts of the world, the 
sourcing of knowledge is easier to organize if partners 
are found in the same region than with distant partners 
(Isaksen & Karlsen, 2010). This highlights the need of 
local knowledge transformation platforms to combine 
firms’ knowledge with available information and with 
operational goals driving SMEs forward in their 
business.
For universities, reasons to collaborate with companies 
lie mainly in their given roles and tasks. Universities are 
challenged to engage more with their regions to 
collaboratively underpin companies’ innovation and 
development activities to ensure that the knowledge 
they produce is useful to regional industry (e.g. 
Mäkimattila et al., 2013). 
RESEARCH DESIGN
This study presents a case study on establishing a 
regional innovation network. A case study strategy is 
utilized when the researcher seeks answers to how and 
why questions and further in-depth understanding of the 
phenomenon under discussion (Yin, 2003). In this 
study, the research approach is action oriented, where 
the researchers have access to the building and working 
phases of the network. The key benefit of action-
oriented research is that it offers in-depth information 
on the process (Gummesson, 2000).
The data of the study was collected from the 
communications with organizations in the building 
phase of the network, during ten group meetings during 
the working phase, and from the feedback after the 
meetings and from individual discussions with the 
participants. The participants of the group meetings 
comprised of organization representatives and 
university staff, researchers and project workers. Each 
group meeting had a minimum of five university 
observers present and each group meeting was also 
documented. All of the group meetings were also 
discussed afterwards together with the observers to 
reflect the observations done during the meetings. 
Individual discussions with the participants before, 
during and between the meetings were also discussed in
the researcher group.
Researcher triangulation was used to validate the 
interpretations made based on the data gathered with 
various methods. The researchers analyzed the data as 
well as the workshop observations and made 
interpretations. Then the researchers discussed about 
their findings and searched for mutual understanding, as 
well as differences in interpretations. 
MODEL/CASE DESCRIPTION
The case presented in this study is a university-
facilitated innovation network that was established to 
ease the participation of SMEs in a long-term 
innovation process. As a whole, 30 Finnish SMEs were 
brought together to discuss, collaborate and innovate. 
Traditionally enterprise networks are built around 
defined fields of business or clusters. In this case, the 
network was built around three focal themes which were 
seen as crucial from the local business activities’ 
perspective. The focus was on SMEs working in service 
business. The idea was to increase the innovation 
capability of not only individual organizations but also 
of the entire network and to lower the barriers of SMEs 
to participate in innovation networks. The aim of the 
process was to shift from a “network phase” towards a 
“collaboration phase”, as presented in Picture 1.
The networking process itself was innovative in terms 
of the formulation of the process and the methods used 
in group meetings. The following model for establishing
a network comprises two phases: the actual building 
phase of the network and the idea of the working phase. 
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Picture 1: Interaction maturity levels (Camarinha-Matos & 
Afsarmanesh, 2008)
Building phase
An established network is a horizontal alliance where 
the main idea is the use of open innovation tools to seek 
information and to build cooperation between 
organizations. In the very first step of the building 
phase, the university researchers contacted with the 
partner organization’s top management and asked the 
about their interest to join a collaborative network to 
seek new knowledge and innovations. It is critical for 
the project’s success to involve the company top 
management at this phase in order to assure both the
employees’ involvement during the following phases 
and a match between the project’s results and the 
company’s expectations (Peças & Henriques, 2006).
Universities have traditionally formed alliances with 
SMEs operating in different kinds of industries. 
However, in this case the idea was to establish a 
network with organizations operating in service 
business. The companies were chosen under three 
“themes”; tourism, logistic and communication. As a 
whole, ten organizations were chosen under each 
“theme” as presented in Picture 2.
Picture 2: Structure of the established network
All of the organizations were told that the process is 
going to be a long-term DUI based open innovation 
process aiming for long-term collaboration, partnership 
and knowledge sharing. All organizations accepted the 
idea, despite the fact that there might not be any fast 
commercialized products or services.
To enable DUI, social capital plays an important role in 
the interaction of networked organizations and
individuals (e.g. Mäkimattila et al., 2013). This is the 
case especially in an innovation context, where early 
activities often lean on prior informal networks of actors 
and knowledge gained in earlier activities. It is seen that 
brokers can support innovation activities between 
different actors by connecting, recombining, and 
transferring information to new contexts that is 
otherwise disconnected (Parjanen et al., 2010). 
Following that, the role of university researchers was 
not only meant to be facilitators of the network but also 
knowledge brokers.
Working phase
After the whole network was gathered, the basic idea of 
the working phase was that participating organizations 
could only focus and work on topics they found 
necessary. All other issues like facilitating and 
documenting the working sessions and bureaucracy was 
handled by university people.
At first, each “theme group” was meant to work and 
collaborate individually. In order to enhance the 
innovation capability of SME actors, it was considered 
important to first bring the SME actors together and get 
them to know each other and each other’s businesses in 
order to build social capital among these actors. 
Different art-based methods were used to enable 
creative collaboration and idea creation. The methods 
used were highly participatory, group-based activating 
methods developed and designed according to the group 
meeting’s theme. After these individual meetings, all 
groups were gathered together to work and innovate as 
one collaborative network.  
Figure 3: The idea of the working phase
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FINDINGS
The results of the study reveal that in contrast to 
previous studies, some SMEs do have interest in long-
term development and innovation projects. This can be 
considered an interesting result. Because of the missing 
surroundings for SMEs to participate in these, their
potential innovation capability is going to be 
unexploited. 
Motives for participating may differ, but in general the 
driving force is the desire to gain businesswise from the 
cooperation. Participating organizations admitted that 
there can be several ways to gain these advantages. The 
results of the building phase of the network show that 
the reasons for SMEs to participate in a long-term 
innovation process by networking with other local 
operators and university were:
- They wanted to become acquainted with other 
entrepreneurs; personal relationships and trust 
have a significant role in formal contracts, so 
one main reason for participating was to gain 
more social capital.
- They wanted to get a better understanding of 
other organizations; many of the participants 
had a basic understanding of the others’ 
business ideas, but there was a lack of 
understanding of how these businesses are
operated on a practical level. 
- They were interested to promote and market 
their own products and services; when the 
participants had a chance to meet 30 
organizations together at the same time, they 
saw it as a good possibility to market their 
organization.
- Some of the organizations also wanted to get 
familiar with the university, e.g. in order to get 
the recent research results, but the most 
important role of the university was in making 
it possible for organizations to collaborate with 
each other.
- All the participants admitted that there is a lack 
of surroundings for SMEs to participate in DUI 
based innovation networks. They told that the 
lack of time and other resources makes it 
basically impossible for any single SME to 
facilitate that kind of network. When all the 
issues like facilitating and documenting of the 
working sessions and bureaucracy were
handled by university people, they were 
interested to participate. 
- Based on this, the most important role of the 
university was seen as a facilitator and 
knowledge broker in the DUI based innovation 
network.
As the process is still ongoing, the results from the
actual working phase are initial. However, the early 
results of this phase indicate that DUI activities can 
support the working of SMEs in the innovation network. 
It can be clearly seen that the amount of social capital 
and collaboration has increased among the 
organizations. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This article presented the experience gained by 
establishing a regional innovation network to support 
SMEs’ innovation capability by utilizing long-term DUI 
activities. The current literature on the field of SME 
collaboration recognizes that they mainly collaborate 
with a few other organizations. Usually these projects 
are short-term, aiming to solve a certain problem or 
commercialize products and services. This study
contributes to the current literature by presenting that
despite the well-known barriers of SMEs’ innovation 
activities, it is possible to bring them to work together 
for common goals as a regional innovation network that 
is not based on a specific industry or cluster.  
Even though the complex and social nature of 
innovation has gained more attention, the structures for 
innovation activities are still in many cases based on the 
linear model of innovation. In our opinion, 
establishment of the network, presented in this study, 
can support the long-term and also DUI based 
innovation activities of SMEs. The support of a 
facilitator organization, in this study a local university 
unit, was seen as highly important. We suggest that the 
building of these kinds of networks that are long-term, 
SME and DUI-based requires innovative approaches 
and a supporting facilitator to encourage working and 
innovating together. 
Each region and its enterprises are unique and form 
unique combinations and structures, but we strongly 
believe that this study can work as an example for any 
region that is eager to bring SMEs together to promote 
DUI innovation activities. There seems to be a growing 
interest among SMEs to co-operate with other regional 
SMEs and universities, so the results of this study can 
be utilized by universities or SMEs when designing 
collaborative development or innovation activities. 
However, as this study focused only on the designing 
and building phases of the network, some future 
research needs to be done in evaluating the success and 
failures of the working process. It might be a 
challenging task; given the uncertain nature of 
collaborative working, it is difficult to set clear 
objectives or to evaluate the outcomes of these 
activities. There is also little or no awareness of 
performance measurement implications of SMEs
working and collaborating in open innovation driven 
autopoetic networks (Bitici et al., 2012). Even though 
there might be some challenges while evaluating the 
activities of the network, it should be done in order to 
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find some “good practices” to support the further 
development of innovation networks. 
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Innovation seems to be a more complex phenomenon than previously understood. 
It is essential to focus holistically on how an organisation is run, and how members 
of an organisation identify practice, learning, participation, and innovation as 
part of their day-to- day work and practices. One key element of innovation is 
organisational learning. The capacity to seek and see new points of view can be 
facilitated through organisational process innovations. As an art form appearing 
in organisations and in business life in general, applied theatre has received 
attention; managers and business people have invited scholars and practitioners 
from the arts to the same table to discuss how to benefit from co-operation. Or, 
vice versa, scholars and practitioners from the arts have invaded organisational 
life. The arts have been used, for instance, to attempt to sharpen skills needed 
in the organisation (creativity, diversity, imagination, and improvisation) or 
have aimed at practical outcomes, for example generating greater numbers of 
ideas, awareness or impacts on strategy, or at organising communication and 
interaction training. These arts applications have been viewed as encounters 
between different domains, as the artist or art practitioner enters into the 
workplace to work with organisational members and/or arts are brought into the 
world of the organisation.
Artists and scientists usually don’t meet to work together, but we have the 
lived experience that when the skills and knowing of theatre practitioners meet 
those of researchers in innovation, it turns out to be fruitful, inspiring, creative and 
challenging. Therefore, the Programme of Applied Theatre in Innovation engages 
professionals in applied theatre to explore what happens at the cross-roads of arts 
and science.
We create a dialogue within each of the five scientific tracks with different 
genres of applied drama and theatre. These genres are based on the professionals’ 
expertise in, for example, play back theatre, design and theatre, theatre 
for organisational learning and development, change theatre, theatre and 
visualization, and alike. We create spaces and places for multi-voiced dialogue at 
the cross-roads of innovation research and applied theatre. Mixing people with 
various backgrounds and interests might lead us to unpredictable outcomes and 
pave the path to the heart of innovation; to break the familiar routines and ways 
of thinking and reasoning.
chairs Anne Pässilä, LUT LSI 
 Allan Owens, University of Chester 
 Preben Friis, Dacapo A/S
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Biographies of the participants
Raquel Benmergui I am an arts-based 
corporate trainer and university lecturer 
who combines graphic facilitation/recording, 
applied theatre and various other hybrid forms 
of the arts with the goal of engaging people in 
dialogue. I engage in action research on using 
participatory arts for university teaching, 
presenting my research at many international 
conferences. I come from the fields of 
intercultural and language learning, but they 
do not define my praxis. I have co-authored 
12 textbooks and my specialisation as an 
educational writer is multisensory and enactive 
learning-my attempt is to bring arts-based 
practice into mainstream classrooms and make 
it accessible. I also collaborate regularly with 
professionals in the fields of service design 
and strategic forsight, working mainly as a 
graphic facilitator. I practise visual note-taking 
and I use illustrations and the body to 
further understanding. I am interested in the 
conference and the workshop because it sounds 
like an exciting challenge and an opportunity 
to collaborate with exciting individuals who are 
doing interesting work – and learn from them! 
As for dreams? Meaningful experiences and 
new connections – with the hope that they will, 
in turn, create future meaningful experiences 
and new connections.
For more information: http://fi.linkedin.com/
pub/raquel-benmergui/29/13/441/
Kerstin Bragby I live in Sweden and have been 
in love with the magic of the theatre for 30 years. I 
have learned from it, grown thanks to it, emerged 
through it and I have explored embedded in 
it, the human condition together with others 
in some of the most direct and transformative 
ways that I know of. I was a professional theatre 
worker for 20 years. Besides doing theatre for 
the stage we were an international theatre 
group that applied theatre for social change 
in many different arenas and contexts. For the 
last 13 years I have been using applied theatre 
in drama in education and community theatre 
in University and in society, lately in several 
experiments around entrepreneurial learning 
and pedagogy in education and social and 
economical entrepreneurship. What inspires 
me in applied theatre is that it can create a 
collective container and a dramaturgy for a 
process of transformation, change or innovation 
that seek original and creational learning 
power. Applied theatre can deliver learning 
spaces that awakens the strategies of receptive 
co-creativity – direct action – and magical 
results. It can invent in co-creation with other 
and “a future as it emerges”. I was triggered 
by this workshop because of its wide span of 
participants and its generous courage to invite 
the art in a sincere way into the core of business 
and organisational development. My dream is 
that that something surprisingly sustainable and 
meaningful in relation to our common societal 
challenges will take form through concrete and 
beneficial results for everyone’s personal and 
organisational interest.
My name is Thomas Michaelsen, I am 44 years 
old and I’m a play writer and consultant by 
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profession. Since September 2012 I’ve been 
working at Dacapo in Denmark which is a 
consulting company using different theatre 
methods to make changes and innovation 
in organizations. I’m a family man with wife 
and two kids and beside my job and family 
I act and sing as much as the circumstances 
allow me to. Lack of time makes it an ongoing 
challenge to balance everything. I’m a bachelor 
in Communications from Roskilde University 
(RUC) in Denmark graduating in 1995. I have 
been working as a consultant since 1997. For 10 
years as a trusted advisor in IT and Consultant 
Companies such as Software Innovation, 
Devoteam and Globeteam, and for 5 years I 
had my own company called Corporate Singing 
Consulting working with The Corporate Song as 
a musical expression and manifest but even more 
as a symbol of what it takes to gain both rational 
and emotional loyalty from employees and 
customers. In all my professional achievements 
I have had a focus on people and organization – 
not bits and bytes, and the technical part. I get it 
but my passion is on understanding and helping 
people and organizations. I find applied theatre 
interesting because it gives theatre and acting a 
less abstract purpose in society. Normally I’m 
an all heart-man and a sucker for theatre for no 
other reason than making people wonder – but 
applied theatre takes the ambition of integrating 
art and business to another and very interesting 
level. Another reason for my inspiration is the 
fact that it combines my passion for theatre 
and my ability to help organizations. It is very 
interesting to explore.
Amy Findeiss I am a design strategist with 
the heart of an illustrator. I use the power 
of storytelling, visual narratives and design 
strategies to release the potential of great 
concepts to make abstract ideas tangible. I 
have over a decade of experience working with 
a variety of business cultures across diverse 
industries such as design, education, food retail, 
and youth engagement. I am new to the world 
of applied theater. I come at it from an interest 
in shifting the provocations and humor often 
used to communicate serious issues accessibly 
in illustration into more participatory, social 
and collaborative activities. In considering the 
shift of my illustration practice to social realms, 
I have been committed to an investigation of 
narrative forms from improvisation, dynamic 
narrative, participatory theater and dance. I am 
excited about expanding my knowledge of the 
range of theatrical activities and meeting other 
like-minded practitioners to continue to build 
to new professional resources, research contexts 
and academic opportunities. 
Preben Friis Actor, theatre director and 
consultant. My background is in theatre. I 
worked as an actor and stage director for around 
25 years before I took part in starting Dacapo 
– a consultancy using applied theatre methods. 
I have been part of this company for 17 years 
working full time in Denmark and abroad. 
What I enjoy about applied theatre is the close 
collaboration with the participants which is 
very different from most theatre performances 
playing for an audience. It demands a lot of 
curiosity and experience to grasp what’s going on 
in the client organization you’re working with; 
and it demands will and skill to improvise with 
the participants on the basis of input from their 
personal experiences. Having done some theatre 
in the first PIN-C conference I find it exciting to 
be able to work much closer with the researchers 
on the tracks in PIN-C 2013. I hope from my 
colleagues to learn about new ways of working 
with theatre in organizations and research. And 
I hope to experience a mutual openness between 
theatre people and researchers in the sessions on 
the tracks.
Nanna Kaarsberg I am an actress educated 
at Skuespiller Skolen v/ Odense Teater – The 
Academy of Music and Dramatic Art, Southern 
Denmark – in 1993. I was employed at Odense 
Theater for three seasons 1993-1996, and then 
I was freelance actress for eight years, in both 
theater and children’s theater. In 2004 I was 
employed at Dacapo, which is a consulting 
company using different theatre methods. I have 
been in Dacapo since, and have worked with 
changes in organisations. I love to improvise, 
and I find Forum Theatre, and specially what it 
does to people, very similar to making children’s 
theater, you get the response immediately. My 
expectation for the PIN-C 2013 is to be inspired 
by the other participants. I think that I can 
contribute with my spontaneity and my instinct 
for emotions. I am more “let’s try it” compared to 
“let’s talk about it”. 
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Kirsi Kettula (PhD) Educational Developer at 
Aalto University, Finland. Last year, I finalized 
my doctoral dissertation investigating the 
potential of educational drama, role-play and 
learning journals as learning methods in higher 
education. My favourite form of drama is process 
drama, although I have also been interested 
in developing other types of experiential 
learning approaches, such as role-plays. I have 
mostly studied and used drama as a tool to 
facilitate expert knowledge development in 
higher education and to provoke new ideas and 
insights. For me, the most inspiring element in 
applied theatre is to over and over again realise 
the benefits of the “friction” caused by the 
different viewpoints and differences between 
the fictitious and the real world. In PIN-C 2013 
Conference, the whole idea of mixing together 
people from different areas of life in order to see 
what happens is just fascinating! My dream is to 
learn something completely unexpected of both 
innovations and applied theatre.
Pekka Korhonen I am currently Senior Project 
Manager in the University of the Arts, Theatre 
Academy Helsinki. I have MA in the Theatre 
Studies and I have worked as a Lecturer of 
Integrated Arts – this was before we had the 
concept of drama education in Finland – in 
the University of Joensuu, and since then on 
my present job in the Theatre Academy. I have 
been all my working life between education 
and theatre and written, edited and translated 
several articles and books about drama and 
applied theatre. I came over 20 years ago to the 
Theatre Academy to plan and co-ordinate the 
first theatre teacher education programme in 
Finland. I have worked as a course leader in 
many continuing education programmes and 
also worked as a drama practitioner on the other 
hand with ex-drug users and applied on the other 
hand theatre-based methods in User-Centred 
Product Concept Design. My current work is 
mostly administrative in ESF funded projects 
called Art-based methods in the workplace 
and The arts developing quality and innovation 
capabilities in work life and Ministry of Culture 
and Education founded project called Special 
competences in arts field (after MA degree) 
where I have developed the use of art-based 
initiatives in social and health care sectors and 
business and organisational settings and needed 
competencies for artists to work in these new 
contexts. I am inspirited every time when I see 
drama and applied theatre works, how it creates 
spaces for participants to use their imagination 
and understanding. I feel that I learn something 
every time. The trigger was that I feel using 
(or seeing to be used) applied theatre (drama) 
everywhere else than in scientific conference as 
equal address to themes or innovation discourse. 
I am really interested in seeing how applied 
theatre works this time. 
Virpi Koskela (MA) is a Ph.D. Student and a 
Project researcher at Lappeenranta University 
of Technology, Lahti School of Innovation, 
Finland. Her research interests are related to the 
reciprocity between innovation and experiences 
of presence. Her main interest is to develop 
creative, innovative and reflective tools to be 
present inside organizations with people who 
are working there. She has a long practice-
based experience in working life in the field of 
applied theatre and art – as a theatre director, a 
teacher of applied theatre/art, and an educator of 
group pedagogy. She believes that productivity, 
creativity and ability of being present belong 
together.
Eulani Labay I am an experiential designer, 
strategist, and educator with a background in 
literature and theatre. During my MFA studies 
in Transdisciplinary Design, I strengthened the 
connection between theatre and my approach 
to design. In designing for communities, I see 
my role as “setting the stage”; I see aspects of 
“performance” in the design of actions (such as 
eating and navigating) and interactions (such 
as services, learning, and games). I consider 
the design of physical space in terms of all its 
sensory appeal and how people move through 
it. I have never minded being a bit behind the 
scenes, because it’s the scenes I truly enjoy 
creating. Recent examples of applied theatre in 
my design work include; co-creating a toolkit 
of prompts and props to encourage teens to 
practice healthy eating habits (http://vimeo.
com/46536141) and co-creating an interactive 
public performance (including theme, script, 
blocking, timing, costume, and props) designed 
to convert commuters from passive observers of 
entertainment to engaged members of a whole 
community. http://vimeo.com/33131970. In 
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doing this work, I have discovered that people 
are more open to applied theatre than you might 
expect them to be. In fact, the most successful 
brands often create immersive experiences 
not unlike the best theatre. A favorite area of 
applied theatre that I wish to explore further is 
collaboration between players and I’m inspired 
by the idea that participatory theatrics can 
shape the behavior of groups. I was motivated 
to participate in the preconference programme 
because I wanted to learn from what seems 
to be a rich tradition of applied theatre and 
participatory innovation outside the US. 
Kai Lehikoinen is a university lecturer in 
Performing Arts in the Performing Arts Research 
Centre at the Theatre Academy of the University 
of the Arts Helsinki. He has an extensive 
experience on arts-based services from running a 
unit of continuing education in Performing Arts 
over six years, first at the University of Art and 
Design Helsinki and subsequently at the Theatre 
Academy. He has a B.F.A. in Dance Pedagogy 
(University of Dance and Circus, Stockholm) 
and an M.A. (with distinction) and a Ph.D. in 
Dance Studies (University of Surrey). Currently, 
his research interests include artistic practice 
and arts-based learning in artistic interventions 
in organisations. Recently in the TAFI–project, 
he mapped skills and competencies that artists 
need in artistic interventions and devised 
curriculum guidelines for training artists in 
artistic interventions. He also co-edited the book 
Training Artists for Innovation: Competencies 
for New Contexts. In addition, he published a 
research policy proposal on artistic interventions 
and arts-based work in the ESF-funded TAIKA 
project in Finland. Further, his paper on artistic 
interventions as artistic research will be published 
in the proceedings of CARPA 3 in early autumn 
2013. Earlier, he has published a curriculum 
framework for trainer training in arts-based 
work with people with memory disease in the 
EU funded Quality of Life –project. Previously, 
Kai has worked in the field of performing arts 
as a choreographer, a performer, a teacher, a 
producer and a regional artist in Southwest 
Finland.
Terttu Malo Some three years ago I completed 
my socio-psychodrama training and have 
been using the methods in different settings 
and changing frequency after that. I am a 
consultant with background in HR and HRD. 
I am trained in Tavistock Institute and the 
systems-psychodynamic orientation is my basic 
approach to organisations and development 
work. I am inspired by concrete work combined 
with abstract understanding and reflections. My 
trigger: the work of Susinno. My dream is to find 
new practical hints for my work
Suvi-Jonna   Martikainen 
Drama instructor and a student in comparative 
literature. Since graduating my work has 
included being a theatre educator now as project 
coordinator in LUT LSI, where I use Applied 
Theatre, narratives and art-oriented methods 
as tools for innovation. The genre I feel closest 
to is Playback Theatre. Things that inspire me 
most in Applied Theatre are wonders that can 
happen when people encounter, creativity and 
flow-experiences that emerge in non-prepared 
activities, improvisational inspirations, stories, 
narratives and their interpretations as a way to 
understand humanity, the world, the universe 
and everything in it. I dream that in PIN-C 2013 
travelling theatre could find a shared way to 
marvel science by methods of art. I also dream 
that we’ll make a common journey of exploration 
while having lots of fun on the way! 
Laura Mellanen (B.A. in Visual and Media Arts) 
is a visual designer currently working in LUT 
Lahti School of Innovation and as a freelance 
practitioner in Finland. Rather than a process 
of making something attractive or efficient 
Laura sees design as a learning process and a 
tool for sociocultural action as well as visuality 
as a source for new knowledge. Her expertise 
and practical experience is in applying visual 
means to organizational contexts, facilitation of 
problem-solving and meaning making. When 
working she values small scale, listening and a 
chance of coincidence. Laura has been studying 
both product and graphic design in Finland 
and UK. The latest education concentrated on 
art pedagogy and wondering what the means 
for meaningful aesthetic experiences are to 
an organization with the core competence not 
even near to arts i.e. an industrial production 
company. The path of relevant work experience 
has gone through design and art gallery and led 
to a university of technology via the marketing 
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department of an international manufacturing 
industrial corporation. Background in applied 
arts and the technical and trade orientated 
context inspired the search for potential in 
organizations through artistic and interpretative 
approach.
Allan Owens (PhD) Professor of Drama 
Education in the Faculty of Education and & 
Department of  Performing Arts, Distinguished 
Teaching Fellow of the University of Chester, 
National Teaching Fellow, UK. My current 
work focuses on creative pedagogy, the 
intercultural dimension of drama and in 
particular the use of pre-text based drama in 
the professions- including arts based initiatives 
in business and organisational settings. This has 
involved leading long-term capacity building 
projects, running intensive short programmes, 
developing research initiatives, staging pre-text 
based interactive performances across cultural 
borders in collaboration with colleagues locally, 
nationally and internationally and writing about 
this practice. At the moment I have on-going 
long-term projects in the UK, Palestine, Japan, 
Spain, Sweden, Estonia and Finland- the 
latter most recently with the Lahti School of 
Innovation’s Tekes funded project, ‘Manager 2.0.’ 
I am really looking forward to enjoying learning 
from others in the pre-conference programme 
and main conference as we explore together the 
potential and limitations of arts based initiatives 
in organisation and research contexts.
Anne Pässilä (PhD) Senior Researcher at 
Lappeenranta University of Technology, Lahti 
School of Innovation, Finland and partner in 
the consulting company Susinno Ltd. I specialize 
in applying arts-based initiatives to support 
innovation and development processes and have 
extensive experience of front-line workplace 
engagement in research-based theatre -having 
created a Finnish application of it- as a support in 
developing shared understanding in the context 
of practice-based innovation management. My 
interests are in investigating a methodological 
approach in which narrative methods are 
utilized to involve employees of organizations 
and networks in development work. I continue 
to publish on the interpretative and intuitive 
approach to the innovation process. [Pässilä, A. 
(2012), Pässilä, A. and Vince, R. (2012), Pässilä, 
A., Oikarinen, T. and Vince, R. (2012) in: H. 
Melkas and V. Harmaakorpi (eds.), Pässilä, A., 
Oikarinen, T. & Kallio, A. (2013), Pässilä, A., 
Oikarinen, T., Parjanen, S. and Harmaakorpi, V. 
(2013).]
Helena Ryti Freelance actress, a teacher of 
drama and theatre skills and a director. I’m 55 
years old (I don’t feel it except in my knees) and 
I’ll get my first grandchild in a few weeks. Jippii!!! 
After my post-graduate in Theatre Academy I 
was twelve years “a general actress”. It was a great 
time but I realised I would like to do something 
I can engage myself. I found my “mission” – it 
was Transmission, international project for the 
creative workers. Since the year 2000 I have 
worked in different fields of applied theatre, 
especially in museums and in social and health 
sector (just now there is a theatre project with 
mental health rehabilitators in co-operation with 
City Theatre of Lahti). After my “awakening” I 
have aimed at develop myself by several courses 
and continuing education. I have studied the tools 
and the methods of applied theatre, f.ex. process 
drama, playback theatre and forum theatre. My 
duty and response as an artist is to listen and to 
notice what is going on in Finnish society and 
because of that to be socially engaged. Curiosity 
drives me and researching is my favorite thing. 
I want to meet new people who are working in 
every kind of fields. I want to have fun together, 
to get and give ideas, to share experiences, to 
change opinions and to see, listen and create new 
points of view. The following words may sound 
themes from the past but I still believe in them: 
participatory learning, experiential learning and 
lifelong learning. With the diversity of applied 
theatre you can handle many kind of issues, the 
only border is your imagination!
Merja Ryöppy MSc (Tech) from Tampere 
University of Technology and drama instructor 
student from Metropolia University of Applied 
Science. I live in Helsinki. Passion for acting has 
led me to study and experience more about theatre 
and especially about applied theatre. I have been 
acting in amateur theatres and improvisation 
groups in Tampere since 2006. I became interested 
in group processes and applied theatre by a 
course module “Theatre and education” I took in 
Theatre Academy Helsinki in 2010-2011. I have 
studied product development and am interested 
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in innovation and problem solving methods, 
which I have also applied in my work. I see a 
number of similarities between theatre, product 
development and innovation processes. I am 
most inspired by the flexibility and humanity of 
theatre. Applied methods are vital tools for group 
work and interaction between people in all kinds 
of environments and with different backgrounds. 
I also enjoy the visuality, emotion and movement 
in theatre methods. Organisational theatre, 
drama methods in work environment and as a 
tool for social innovations made me interested in 
Applied Theatre in Innovation PIN-C2013. My 
dream for PIN-C2013 is: To learn new practices 
in applied theatre and social innovations. I 
hope to find an answer to the question: How 
to build up an open partnership between work 
organisations and drama instructors/facilitators 
to study organisational issues?
Tony Weir, Inplay Arts I am based in Sydney, 
Australia, and have worked in professional 
services and in theatre for more than 20 
years. My academic background is in English 
Literature and Philosophy of Education; my 
consulting apprenticeship was with a small, 
energetic strategy firm in Sydney. My theatre 
formation was through L’École Internationale de 
Théâtre Jacques Lecoq in Paris and the London 
International School of Performing Arts. The 
application of theatre practices in the context 
of business innovation has been an emergent 
theme for me – it has long been a part of my 
work, but never in an overt way. Rather, it has 
been a growing realisation that some of the deep 
patterns of theatrical conception, rehearsal and 
presentation draw on skills and dispositions 
that are also at the heart of enterprise. Theatre 
is an essentially collaborative art form that lives 
and breathes in the medium of language, and, 
critically, language embodied in performance. 
The dynamics of theatrical creation, and the 
complicity sparked between performers and 
audience have both become rich sources for 
the way that I have encouraged participants in 
business innovation initiatives to interact, stage 
concepts and create a future together. PIN-C2013 
is a wonderful confluence of voices and practices, 
looking at the important issue of participation in 
innovation. Innovation can be less participative, 
or more so. Less participative is the image of 
the genius in the lab, working on some device 
to reveal to the world; more participative is the 
edge-of-chaos of a plethora of voices, harnessed 
more or less together in quest of a better 
future. I look forward to the de facto theatre of 
PIN-C2013, bringing together very different 
perspectives, hopefully to create some heuristics 
which will serve us as we animate innovation in 
the communities with which we each work. 
Elena Antonacopoulou (PhD) IG Associate 
Chair: Strategy Practice, Professor of 
Organizational Behavior at the University 
of Liverpool Management School where she 
leads GNOSIS – a research initiative advancing 
impactful collaborative research in management 
and organization studies. Her principal 
research interests include change, learning and 
knowledge practices in organizations and the 
development of new methodologies for studying 
social complexity. She has successfully secured 
government and corporate funding that supported 
a series of international research projects on 
Organizational Learning, Social Practice and 
Dynamic Capabilities working collaboratively 
with leading researchers internationally and with 
practitioners and policy-maker in co-creating 
knowledge for action. She writes on all the above 
areas and her work is published in related top 
international journals and books. Her expertise 
has been put to good use in a range of leadership 
roles in her professional community including: 
the Academy of Management, the European 
Group for Organizational Studies, the British 
Academy of Management and the Society for the 
Advancement of Management Studies.
Brendon Clark (PhD) I work as a senior 
researcher and project leader at the interactive 
institute in Stockholm. The institute is positioned 
between academia and commercial practice. I 
see my role as carving out experimental spaces 
within practice-based projects as a means for 
contributing to the emerging field of design 
anthropology. I come from a background in the 
social sciences, studying for a master’s degree 
in anthropology, and I worked in international 
community development and disaster relief for 
some years in Bolivia. In 2002 I was introduced 
to design through the participatory design and 
user centered design traditions in Denmark. I 
since conducted my PhD and PostDoc focusing 
on blurring the boundaries of (participatory) 
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design and anthropology. I have found that 
approaching design as a series of interrelated 
performances (blending daily life, research, 
design & business) triggers new ways of thinking 
about the future. Such a lens brings into focus 
the interdependence of participant roles (the 
social), sets and props (the material), and how 
narratives come about and evolve over time 
(intention, negotiation & emergence). I am 
inspired by various genres of applied, especially 
in how they blur the roles of performer and 
audience. I would like to learn more about the 
organization of performances and techniques for 
such things as improvisation, creating frames for 
exploring through performance, and even plot 
development. I was attracted to the prospect of 
engaging with people with experience in applied 
theatre for 2-days, as well as continuing the 
dialogue of organizing applied theatre for Track 
2 of the conference (that I co-chair). It would be 
greatly inspiring to leave the conference with a 
stronger sense of how to use applied theatre in 
project work, and to improve my skills in framing 
everyday issues through a lens of performance to 
benefit from AT. I look to be inspired by engaging 
in applied theatre. 
Henry Larsen Professor of Participatory 
Innovation, researching with theatre methods 
when I find it possible. I have been working 
for more than ten years with improvisational 
theatre methods in consultancy, and also done 
a PhD by reflecting some of this experience. 
I am not an actor, but rather worked with the 
consultancy side. Applied theatre can serve 
as strong invitations to new conversation and 
action among people, which is how I see change 
and novelty. And seeing what other kind of 
thinking of theatre is becoming part of PIN-C. 
For our track my dream is that theatre goes in 
organically, and becomes an influential voice 
in the emergence of discussion themes. For the 
conference as such I see the idea in involving 
theatre as an opportunity to give that a stronger 
role in our ways of thinking about the research 
we are doing.
Isabelle Mahy (PhD) I have mostly used applied 
theatre in teaching settings, in a facilitation and 
creativity course that I teach every year once or 
twice (COM3215). I also work with artists who 
I invite to participate in a learning lab class I 
teach (com522R) where they have carte blanche 
to work with students in various improve modes 
applied to organizational change. I am inspired 
by the engaging participatory rationale of 
applied theatre, where human beings act their 
own reality to relate to it and to transform it 
in an embodied way. There is an empowering 
potential in this practice, and this is key to me. 
The trigger that made me interested in Applied 
Theatre in Innovation PIN-C2013 is called Anne, 
along with the people who gather this year to 
reflect on this potential, and act towards creating 
a gap in the traditional work / change practices, 
in a very pragmatic way. I would dream to learn 
things that shake our paradigms, to be part of an 
international learning community of scholars 
and practitioners who feel that the timing is right 
to create a new applied research agenda around 
social innovation’s creative practices, where 
applied theatre would be one of the key objects 
of interest.
Henrik Sproedt (PhD) I am assistant professor 
for innovation practice at SPIRE. My background 
is mixed. Education wise I have degrees in 
A) communication design, B) Scandinavian 
languages and politics (BA), and C) European 
studies (MA/MSc) plus a PhD in Product Design 
and Innovation. Working wise I have always 
worked with change processes, for example, 
while being communication designer, working in 
management of a retail company and in different 
consultancies. I first got in contact with applied 
theatre – improvisation theatre – during my PhD 
studies. Before that I worked with role-playing. 
The interactivity, playfulness, encounters with 
other people inspires me and dancing together 
on the edge between reality and fiction. The fun 
typically starts when we step on each others toes. 
All of the above and that I have experienced 
how theatre can work was a trigger that made 
me interested in Applied Theatre in Innovation 
PIN-C2013 & pre workshop. My dream for 
PIN-C2013: Meeting people – instead of just 
seeing them – and getting in lively and energetic 
discussions where conflicts and disagreement are 
sources of deeper understanding and creativity.
Katariina Angeria I am a performance 
artist, director of performing art and teacher 
specialised in media education (Master of 
Education, 2005). I come from Torne River 
Participatory Innovation Conference 2013 ■ Lahti, Finland ■ www.pin-c2013.org     Programme on Applied Theatre in Innovation 525
(Tornio River) in northern Finland.  Over 20 
years I have been performing in communities, 
often outside conventional stages, and teaching at 
many institutions and units of non-formal adult 
education (psychology, speech communication, 
creative expression, creative movement etc.). I 
do solo performances (Mono Drama of the Year, 
2008) by the means of dance, theatre, marionette/
artefact theatre as well as team performances 
with dancers, musicians and actors. Creative 
movement and improvisation (Body Mind) 
based methods are the crucial starting points in 
my current work as director and performer.
As a returnee to Lapland in 1999 I focused 
especially on the meagre possibilities of children 
and teenagers to see art performances as there 
are few art facilities in the region, and have been 
involved in many performance and education 
projects for the young. I have founded youth 
threatre “Gotka” in Inari municipality when 
directing projects related to Storm (Myrsky) 
project. The objective of the theatre is to integrate 
the many identities of the young in an artistic 
context. I also started a performance art camp 
“Tuisku” or Snowstorm – Guoldu common to all 
Sami-born young people. It offers the young Sami 
people a chance to get to know the different forms 
of performing arts under director’s guidance. 
My future goal is to develop a performing arts 
method involving especially the young boys in 
Lapland, as well as quietly bringing the “boy 
dance and boy theatre” as part of the selection of 
art education in the region.
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Art and research aim at defining reality and experience, both with their own 
means. The aim of this activity of PIN-C 2013 is to link researchers, artists 
and creative practitioners into a dialogue around scientific papers and create a 
discourse that very seldom occurs between art and research on a practical level. The 
result of this dialogue is artworks from different fields of art or design (painting, 
performance, design, etc.) merging practitioner’s expertise with scientific content. 
The artists contribute to a boundary-crossing and pioneering discourse between 
researchers and artists. The artists comment, share interpretations, visions and 
critical outlooks on such themes as participation, innovation, and participation 
as performance.
This is how it  went
A number of research papers to be presented in PIN-C 2013 were passed on 
for the artists to work with. The artists were free to treat and become inspired 
by the research material according to their artistic creativity and own media. 
They were expected to produce a work or piece that can be presented, exhibited 
or performed somehow at the Art Meets Science in PIN-C 2013 Exhibition held 
during and after the conference.
The artists taking part in this initiative were not expected to be academically 
qualified or experts on, e.g., innovation research. They were, however, expected 
to be curious and willing to familiarise themselves with the material provided 
and interested to offer their views on the theme. For the artists, this was an 
opportunity to apply art in a new research and multi-artistic context; to 
co-operate and network with other artists and international researchers, and to 
form new discourse and research-art-based forms of acting.
curator Laura Mellanen, LUT LSI
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About the artists and creative practitioners 
who participated in the Artistic 
Interpretation of Research process and 
contributed to the Art Meets Science 
Exhibition in PIN-C 2013
Juha van Ingen
I am a visual artist based in Helsinki, Finland 
working with various mediums. The starting 
point of my works for PIN-C2013 is the theme: 
Participation as Performance. I am presenting a 
series of digital prints for the exhibition. Each 
print has a QR code so it can be read by a smart 
phone with a bar code reader application. 
Reading the code offers the viewer a 
possibility to participate in the artwork. Besides 
participation the other thing I want to explore is 
time: In a few years the QR codes will disappear 
and the interactive content becomes obsolete. 
After 10 years only the most dedicated gadget 
freaks can open a QR code of today and after the 
last smart phone is gone, the once meaningful 
symbols become pure abstract forms. Then the 
artworks I show in PIN-C2013 reach the next level.
www.juhavaningen.com
Ella Jäppinen 
I am Ella Jäppinen (1989), a music-theater-
dance- freelancer. I consider myself mostly a 
musician - my way of seeing the world comes 
from listening to it.
I have done Bachelor of Arts studies on 
music theater (2013). In my thesis I studied 
communication between a director and the 
person being directed. I have worked in Helsinki, 
Kouvola and Lahti City Theaters and in loads 
of different projects, such as tap dance crew 
Ompelukerho (free translation Needlework 
Club). In addition to performing, I compose 
music and I am really into teaching, communi-
cation-based creativiness, using intuition and 
living honestly in your body in this very moment.
In this project my field is dance which in 
this case means something else than dancing as a 
performing art to me. It’s listening to your body 
and particularly being honest in it.
The research “Design dancing: Facilitating 
performance in co-creation” by Marianne 
Stokholm inspired me a lot. That led me to think 
about seeing physical reactions and movements 
as a bigger part of communication and I feel 
that our skills of using and understanding 
them in everyday life should be developed. The 
importance of really living and feeling in your 
body shouldn’t be underestimated.
I’m really interested in the moment of losing 
the mental limits and just expressing emotions 
physically, and I definitely feel that everyone is 
able to do that and everyone should do that. I am 
afraid of calling myself a dancer because of gaps 
in my technique, but isn’t it dancing when your 
body is moving?
Anne Lehtelä
As a continuous theme in my work I am reflecting 
borders that human beings are building between 
themselves and society — and control and 
isolation that relate to this. I work with textual 
art. Textual art means altering the idea of art 
as an object by creating visual component 
conceptually phrased Linguistics.
I was inspirited by Sanna Hilden’s and Teemu 
About the Artists
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Laine’s (Hilden & Laine) examination of dialogue 
as well as Anna-Maija Nisula’s and Aino Kianto’s 
(Nisula & Kianto) comparison of lateral thinking 
and improvisational theatre based methods. 
I began wondering, what roles dialogue takes 
in artistic work? Observational methods used 
in arts can be roughly divided on those which 
orient interest in history, the formalist features 
and the immediate contents. As an artist I tend 
to seek for dialogue in society taking the role of 
the observer.  My working process is monologue 
which -- hopefully -- changes to dialogue when 
it is brought to the sight of spectator. I do not 
see myself as marginalized but maybe I am 
marginalizing.
Scientific data can be a source of inspiration 
for purely artistic projects or cooperation channel 
between the artist and the researcher. Science, 
however, has factor binding obligations with 
respect to the scientific tradition and the concept 
of objectivity. An artist may seek inspiration and 
collect data working on it in a new differing way 
and expand the investigation on the point that 
serves the end result in a best artistic way.
The artist is not obliged to interpret and 
present the end result in one given way. Art 
requires the viewer knowledge relating to 
somewhat irrational and subjective system of 
the arts. So called “freedom” is in relation to the 
undeniable truth of the scientific presentation. 
Subjectivity plays an important and valued role 
in arts.
www.annelehtela.com
anne.lehtela@gmail.com
Pekka Litmanen
I am Pekka Litmanen and I live and work in Lahti. 
I finished my fine art studies in 2006 at Saimaa 
University of Applied Sciences (then Polytechnic) 
in Imatra as a printmaker and nowadays I mainly 
work with off-set lithography technique in which 
I mix photography, Chinese ink and drawing. My 
attempt is to break photograph likeness from my 
works and create something like “meta-spaces” 
out of them. Offset-lithography technique allows 
the cyclic work of different techniques before the 
actual printing of the work. I combine different 
styles and techniques from different eras in 
my work, and study traditional printmaking 
techniques compatible with modern printing 
methods. The works I present in this exhibition 
study in a relatively loose way the ancient 
Greek myths related to Mount Helicon where 
Narcissus was inspired by his own beauty by 
the spring. “Valley of the muses” is a study of 
paradise landscapes. For some reason people 
describe them very similar, despite their cultural 
or religious background. In “Sitting still, doing 
nothing” I have pictured the moment when the 
ideas come. One needs to reach the point where 
nothing is happening. Paradoxically, that is 
often the moment when ideas, innovations and 
solutions happen. 
Johanna Melkas-Herzog
Born in 1959, I have been living in Geneva, 
Switzerland for 33 years and have three grown 
up children.
Active nowadays in teaching history of art 
and German, I have since long been working 
in different artistic techniques such as charcoal 
drawing, clay, textile, hand-made paper, collage 
and engraving.  I also have followed education 
in these matters and in creative activities. My 
private atelier, where I also organise courses is 
located in the centre of Geneva and since 1992, 
I regularly take part in exhibitions, mostly in 
Switzerland.
The themes of my engravings, my privileged 
medium, are since many years the pieces of 
clothing, the human body and details of the daily 
items and life. My works, even printed, mostly 
are unique, resulting of the variation of the 
colours and the finishing techniques. The feeling 
of materials is associated with the details of the 
line with the aim of producing a lively surface. 
I am especially interested in the succeeding 
handwork stages of that processing.
When I started to study the items around 
the theme Art meets Science, I very quickly 
fell on the text about Design anthropology and 
Social innovation and the following key-words: 
ready-made, post-its, Wall of ideas, mental 
images, story, strengths, wishes, visions…
My work became a tribute to the creativity, a 
kind of game around these words that I used at 
the first stage as a source of inspiration.
The questions that went through my mind 
when I was working on the theme turned around 
the creativity and its universal proceeds, as 
precious in scientific research as in the artistic 
one. I also liked the idea of practice-based 
innovation, very close to the sense of an artist’s 
work who uses intuitively the «social means 
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- playfulness, improvisation and meditative 
methods» as tools for creation, possibly for 
co-creation in a collective work or in therapeutic 
artistic activities. Other proposed items like the 
urban communities, ethnographic questions or 
problematic of the marginalized youth present 
rich challenges and could nourish future 
inspirations.
Ilmari Myllynen
I am a musician, composer and performer 
and use technology as a tool. A work of art 
is communication. To enable and enhance 
communicating, artists could cite their references 
in a work. Ex-Kraftwerk musician Karl Bartos 
says professional creativity is all about sources 
and influences, and making it transparent. This 
is exactly what I want to practice in this project. 
The paper I read stated that creation of 
new knowledge requires bringing together 
different, even opposing points of view. A shared 
understanding is achieved through a sometimes 
chaotic process. The same applies in writing 
music, I feel. Even when not collaborating, 
different ideas and sounds need to come together 
and while there is conflict during the process, 
the finished product is a new piece of music. I 
also found many words that are present in music 
and sound production: dynamics, analysis, 
multi-voiced, resonance, to synthesize…
The paper is my source. An inspiration, a 
seed, the key and tempo, the fundamental tone.
Kalle Mustonen
I’m a sculptor living and working in Lahti, 
born -79. My passion is to find new ways to use 
materials. Working with wood is my comfort 
zone. For this project I wanted to test new 
material to keep things fresh. I studied if I can 
make a magnetic field visible and use it as part 
of my work.
Making a piece of art based on scientific 
material is easy. The hard part is to explain the 
path from the given material to the final artwork. 
I tried not to illustrate the given material, but 
rather use it as a spark to a new creating process.
The work “Fields”, I produced for the Artistic 
Interpretation, is magnetic field relief and acrylic 
on canvas. The work consists of four 10x15 cm 
wedged stretcher painting frames on which 
the relief surface is formed from paint-bound 
particles of steel that have been arranged with 
help of magnetic fields. The relief has been 
expanded with acrylic paint. The out-of-ordinary 
task setting led to an out-of-ordinary technique 
that I am developing by experiment.
The work is based on the following source 
material on individual-system relationship: 
“The System” consists of several groups, each 
with their own identities and reasons for doing 
something. There is not just one tension, one 
system and one individual, but it is a question 
of some electro-magnetic field. Thus, as one part 
gets an impulse, the impact is wide and reaches 
more places than you would believe.
Taina Partala 
I’m Taina Partala, Finnish-German illustrator 
living in Lahti. I studied Graphic design at the 
Lahti Institute of Design and Fine Arts and 
International Relations and Social Anthropology 
at the University of St Andrews, Scotland. I’m 
passionate about connecting with people, being 
present, understanding what lies beneath the 
surface of everyday actions, dreams, physical 
theatre, movement, using the body and drawing. 
I draw intuitively and playfully and have enjoyed 
it since early childhood. I often create ornamental 
line drawings but also colourful ones. I am 
also interested in art forms that explore our 
environment and where people get in touch with 
each other, for example performances, theatre, 
dance and music. I wish to understand more 
deeply both the things we have in common and 
what is individual. 
Having a background both in anthropology 
and design, the design anthropology track seemed 
very interesting. In the future I hope to have the 
chance to help make research more accessible to 
people outside academia through illustration or 
design. Design can benefit from anthropological 
research that explores what people experience, 
hope and need. My work is not directly based 
on a paper but I found some starting points in 
papers of this track. I am interested in the way 
people experience being in a city, being in their 
bodies, sensing. Everyone creates their own 
reality to an extent but I am interested in finding 
out if there are ways to improve the everyday 
life and contentment of people who feel lonely, 
powerless and outsiders in a shared space. What 
we have in common also separates us: everyone 
has keys and secrets. Those who are content are 
also isolated from each other - at home behind 
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locked doors, on the way somewhere, and in the 
next destination. Often people encounter each 
other in a work role and expecting trade. Yet it 
seems to me that the many of the most enjoyable 
moments take place when people are present in 
the moment, connect, give, and play. Is it possible 
to have the city as a playground and living room?
www.tainapartala.com
Krista Petäjäjärvi (1980)
I am a drama instructor (BA) and performance 
artist, based at Kirkkonummi in the southwest 
shore of Finland. In my practice I work in a 
cross-sectoral manner with the theme Arts 
in Society. As my day time inspiration I teach 
and facilitate arts-based methods into the 21st 
century working culture. My night time mind is 
exploring Jung and arts as a way to manifest the 
collective unconscious. And since art is the tool 
which connects us humans to our bottom line, 
I am also looking forward to seeing arts have a 
significant role in the future times to come. To 
our global community, and the challenges it 
faces, a small “creative kick” is simply not enough 
- We need a great creative knockout!
In my work as artist, facilitator, teacher and 
mentor, I work a lot with issues of participation 
and empowerment. As a facilitator I work for 
a trustful atmosphere, where creativity and 
risk taking becomes possible. As a teacher and 
mentor I work with pupils and artists from 
different fields of art, supporting their path in 
how they can export their talent into totally 
new contexts in the society. In my performance 
art I work mainly with a collective in the public 
sphere, questioning the norms of normality, and 
braking through with actions of something else. 
These actions of something else are extremely 
important to me. They are important at so many 
levels, but also important for working groups, 
who want to work in a more creative way. For me 
PIN-C is a follow up on the work I have done in 
another innovation platform (2010-2012) called 
Aalto Camp for Societal Innovation ACSI. In 
this Aalto University based innovation concept 
I integrated arts-based working methods, invited 
artists from all over the world, and curated 
artworks especially to inspire the innovation 
community. To see the impact of arts in this 
innovation context was very exciting: Artists tend 
to bring in actions of something else, break the 
norm, and a lot of inspiring things start to happen 
- even something you may call an innovation. 
So with this history I am especially glad 
to be asked to join PIN-C and to bring in a 
performance. While reading the articles of my 
track nr 5, I found myself questioning when 
talking about real community re-shaping, who 
is capable to participate? What are the qualities 
which combine the ones who contribute? As a 
performance artist I work continuously with 
the inner dialogue of the “viewer”, the one who 
is outside and choosing one’s position to the 
invitation. 
Here at PIN-C I have set up a performative 
participatory piece especially to find out more 
about what these qualities are of the one choosing 
to participate. So I will welcome You to face quite 
the same challenges as anyone would on the 
threshold of any creative process: You will not 
know if it will be of any benefit to you or anyone 
else, you don’t know if yourself or the world will 
be effected, you might even end up making an 
ass of yourself - and yet you should just ride the 
snake. So do take the chance and set yourself on 
the line, only then we can together investigate 
The Qualities of The Contributor!
Päivi Kristiina Reponen, born and lives in Lahti. 
Background: motherhood/family, ceramics, 
photograph and “engineering”. I am interested in 
working with local clay by making traces with it.
Interests: life and energy among people, 
rhythm/pulse, light and form.
What inspired me: “Visualizing complex 
information through tangible tools” by Patricia 
Lima, University of Southern of Denmark. I 
was inspired by the word tangible, because of 
my engineering background. It got me in, when 
having a little bit difficulty to get started. In a 
strange world called science, it was something I 
felt common for me. I also enjoyed picking up 
some other words that fascinated me in this text, 
for example: actual catalysts, tangible artifacts, 
between stakeholders, teamwork faces, getting 
everyone on the same page, BPM, can be touched 
and moved, communication vehicle, building 
the work flow, creative people, mathematics and 
engineering, internally and externally, tangible 
“bricks”, tangibility and flexibility, Lego Serious 
Play.
From the word communication vehicle I 
came in my thoughts to Ducati, *“The loveliest 
sound of the world”, and the great, great idea of 
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Ducati of placing their museum in the middle of 
their factory field. They let visitors go through the 
factory like on a sightseeing tour as the workers 
do their 5-days a week job. A really ingenious 
way of marketing! Then I was already in Italy and 
in an Italian-like-emotion-mood (con Passione) 
and I was ready to start. I was feeling lucky. 
While I was starting my engine I read the book 
called The Value of Arts in Business, written by 
*Giovanni Schiuma.
Something important of my work: My 
Artwork called “Senso Unico, even it isn’t so” 
was made in clay, by making traces into it in our 
garden. I usually work outside because I want to 
feel and hear the nature and try to be part of it. 
I try to forget thinking and just let it flow. Let 
things just happen.
Which questions worried me: It took me 
a while to get started with reading, before I 
realized that I was allowed to read it in my own 
way and I was not in a situation called MUST. 
I had a permission to play and have fun. Then 
there was no problem anymore.
Marion Robinson
Practicing graphic designer and MA student 
at Aalto University, School of Arts, Design and 
Architecture. She runs her creative studio in 
her East London studio and in Lahti, Finland. 
Marion is especially interested in social topics, 
spaces, visualizing the everyday and bringing 
people together.
Cycle installation is inspired by researcher 
Rakhshanda Khan’s paper Small hydro power 
sector in India – Possibilities for Social 
innovations. 
Cycle is an interactive installation about 
different factors stalling the process of green 
energy, especially small hydro power plants.
The idea is to visualize the problems 
represented in the research paper in a tangible 
form, bringing human factor into the processes 
by inviting the (exhibition) viewer to participate 
and interrupt<>release the water flow. Each step 
represents a different problem and by switching 
the “point of view” the user is effectively 
resolving a problem and enabling the next stage 
of the process to develop. Once all stages have 
been resolved, the continuous flow is turning the 
wheel into motion; thus releasing and harnessing 
the power of water to create energy.
In the installation, the perpetual flow of 
water represents the natural flow of rivers in 
the mountainous regions in North India, where 
building a small hydro power plant will only 
partially affect the water flow. It can also be 
interpreted as a commentary for green energy, 
and of the people as part of a process.
The installation design and implementation 
utilises methods familiar to information design, 
represented in three-dimensional format. 
Marion Robinson
marion@hellorobinson.com
Teemu Salonen
I make art and design objects.  My education is  is 
Bachelor of Culture and Arts, Lahti Univercity on 
Applied Sciences (2004) and Tammelan Collage 
of Crafts and Design, carpenter (1999). 
I love to challenge my self to learn new 
material and techniques. Track 1, Aesthetics 
and Designed Participation inspired me and 
especially papers “Writing and talking - writing 
and reading: Some interactional functions of the 
public display of emergent writing” and “Objects 
can represent very different ‘things’ “.
I found these papers that inspired me very 
haptical. They research what kind of role objects 
play in group process of innovation and idea 
findings. Touching objects may help you focus 
on the essentials and writing with pen is very 
haptical too. My sculpture is concentrating to 
make his movements with pen and it seems like it 
is planning some good innovations or it is nervous 
because nothing bright is moving in his mind.
Collaborative art speech in the conference
Nanna Hänninen (born in 1973 in Rovaniemi) 
is photographic artist, using other media like 
video. She studied at the Lahti Institute of 
Design in Finland (BA 1998), the Hochschule für 
Gestaltung in Zurich (1997) and the University 
of Art and Design in Helsinki (Master of Art 
2002). She is regarded as one of the first members 
of the Helsinki School group. 
Her works have been shown in several 
solo shows like, Amos Andersson Art museum 
2011, Helsinki City Art Museum 2010, Espoo 
Museum of Modern Art 2009, Finnish Museum 
of Photography 2011, Kuopio Art Museum 
2006, Galerie Anhava 2006, ftc. fiedler taubert 
contemporary Berlin 2011, Beijing International 
Art Biennale 2010, Volta Show  New York 2010, 
Camara Oscura de Arte Madrid 2009, Galleri Bo 
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Bjerggaard several shows between 2001-2009, 
South Jutland Museum of Art solo in 2008, Bryce 
Wolkowitz Gallery New York 2008, Fotografia 
Contemporanea Italiana Milano 2008, Casino 
De Luxemburg 2008, Umeå Bildmuseet 2006 
and 2002, Fotomuseum Winterthur in 2003 and 
2006,  and so on. 
Her works are part of international 
institutional and private collections in 
Gothenburg Konstmuseum,  Gothenburg 
(SE), Fotomuseum Winterthur, Winterthur 
(CH), Maison Européenne de la Photographie, 
Paris (FR), Kiasma Museum of Contemporary 
Art, Helsinki (FI), EMMA Espoo Museum of 
Modern Art/Saastamoinen Foundation, Espoo 
(FI), Museum of Photography, Helsinki (FI), 
State Art Collections (FI), Kuopio Art Museum 
(FI), Swedish National Public Art Council 
(SE), Finnish Art Association, Helsinki (FI), 
European Patent Office EPO, (DE), Pentti Kouri 
Collections (FI), Ostsee Sparkasse Rostock (DE), 
Rauli Heino Collections (FI), Olor Visual (ES) 
and several private collections all over the world.
Nanna Hänninen has done several public 
art works like Vertical landscape 2013, Familje 
Båstäder, Stockholm, (SE),  Asymmetric 2013, 
Turku state bureau, Senate Properties, Turku (FI), 
Jungle ja Powerplant of Kuopio: version in Red, 
2009 at Kuopio employment agency, The State 
Art Collections, Kuopio (FI) and Walks from 
dusk till dawn 2008, Centralposthus Blåmannen/
The National Property Board of Sweden, Statens 
Konstrådet, Stockholm (SE). Her latest solo 
shows on Plants/Objects/Trees/People//PAINT 
where held in fiedler taubert contemporary in 
Berlin 2011, Galleria AMA in Helsinki 2012, 
and as part of Photo España festival in Madrid at 
Camara Oscura de Arte Madrid in the summer 
2012 and at G12 in Kuopio in March 2013.
There are two monographies on her work: 
Fear and Security, Forlaget Bjerggaard 2003 in 
Denmark and Recordings by KODOJIpress in 
Switzerland in 2007. Her next monography on 
Plants/Objects/Trees/People//PAINT will come 
out in 2013 by.
In PIN-C2013 conference she is interested in 
trying out new ways of using art as intervention 
in situations that are usually not related into 
the art world. In specific, she will be working 
in collaboration with Prof. Dr. Ariane Berthoin 
Antal by making a collaborative art speech on 
the last day of the conference.
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The Innovation Session
New to PIN-C 2013 is a hands-on innovation session, in which mixed teams 
across the five paper tracks get the chance to explore a concrete organisational 
case with the full breadth of Participatory Innovation perspectives. The case 
organisation is Lahti Fair Ltd. 
This PIN-C session is a brief peek into a more comprehensive method that is 
briefly described in the following.   
The innovation session method is an essential part of the innovation policy 
of the Lahti region aiming to create an environment where structural holes are 
spanned and new innovation networks formed. Almost 100 innovation session 
processes have been implemented in collaboration with companies, public sector 
organisations and non-governmental organisations in the Lahti region during 
the last ten years. The results of the innovation session processes have included 
new business ideas, service concepts, enhanced products, product development 
projects, operational models, clarifications, and strategies. Each innovation 
session process is planned individually considering the organisation’s background 
and needs. The normal procedure of triggering new innovation processes is as 
follows: innovation experts of intermediate organisations in the Lahti region 
approach local companies and analyse their possible future trajectories and the 
knowledge needed to reach those trajectories. This analysis often reveals some 
structural holes to be spanned. The innovation session method is an integrated 
process consisting of planning, acting, and implementing.  
The culmination of the innovation session process is a one-day long innovation 
session. The participants of the innovation session include experts from the 
companies, top-level experts often from the world of science, and members of 
the intermediate organisations. The purpose is to combine regional and inter-re-
gional expertise to enhance the company’s innovation activities. The combined 
input from the companies and the experts, together with the facilitating team of 
a creativity operator and group brokers, is used to generate ideas for innovation 
for the company to consider. An innovation session enables discovering the 
innovation potential lurking in the structural holes between the participants. The 
aim is to find 2-4 potential ideas to pave the way for new networked multi-actor 
innovation processes utilising collective and creative knowledge production.
chairs Tuija Oikarinen, LUT LSI 
 Tapani Frantsi, Susinno Ltd.
The Innovation Session
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About LUT LSI
Lappeenranta University of Technology (LUT) in Finland conducts scientific 
research and provides academic education. For decades already, Lappeenranta 
University of Technology has been ahead of its time, combining two fields of 
science that complement each other – technology and business studies. These 
two unique viewpoints, these two different approaches lay a fertile ground for 
creating new and developing the old.
EXPLORING INNOVATION – LUT LAHTI SCHOOL OF INNOVATION 
Multi-disciplinary innovation research 
A regional unit of Lappeenranta University of Technology, LUT Lahti School of 
Innovation (LUT LSI) is a multi-disciplinary research unit consisting of about 
30 researchers and developers focusing on practice-based innovation and its 
different aspects. The researchers represent, along with traditional engineering 
sciences, the fields of business economics, education, social sciences, arts and 
theatre as well as geography.
LUT LSI contributes actively to developing approaches, methodologies 
and evaluation tools for introducing, applying and disseminating innovation 
practices and results of R&D activities in public, private and third sector 
organizations. It is known especially for its research on innovation, companies’ 
renewal and performance management. LUT LSI was established in 1996.
Fields of research include 
• Innovation systems, collective creativity, innovation policy
• Management of foresight knowledge
• Entrepreneurship, management and leadership, networks
• Service innovations
• Performance  measurement, productivity and management accounting
LUT LSI is internationally known for its research and development 
activities. Besides publishing in international journals and attending 
international conferences, staff members have numerous international 
scientific tasks and positions of trust as well as work as visiting researchers 
abroad. 
A wide concept of innovation and novel methods to support it
LUT LSI applies a wide concept of innovation. Breaking the traditional linear 
model of innovation and seeking innovation by breaking boundaries through 
“intellectual cross-fertilization” are LUT LSI’s goals. The work of LUT LSI 
is characterized by strong interaction between research and development 
activities. Several kinds of methods have been developed at LUT LSI to support 
innovation activities and culture.
LUT LSI’s research and results of collaboration are introduced, for instance, 
in a major book published by Springer – “Practice-Based Innovation: Insights, 
Applications and Policy Implications” (2012).
Further information 
http://www.lut.fi/web/en/lahti-school-of-innovation
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About SPIRE
SPIRE (Sønderborg Participatory Innovation Research) was established as a 
research centre in 2008 at the University of Southern Denmark with funding 
from the Danish Strategic Research Council. Funding was provided in response 
to a strong political focus on ‘user-driven innovation’ as a vehicle to enhance 
competitiveness of Danish industry. In SPIRE six university disciplines 
collaborate with a theatre group and industrial partners to develop a unique 
approach to user-driven innovation. Integrating perspectives from Design 
Anthropology, Innovation Management, Interaction Analysis, Interaction 
Design, Business, User-Centred Design and Change Management, the centre 
investigates how people innovate, and how companies innovate with users to 
advance innovation theory and develop new methods for industrial practice. 
The centre comprises 12 senior faculty, 6 postdocs, 10 PhD-students and guest 
researchers. SPIRE research is predominantly experimental: We combine 
action research and research-through-design with ethnographic studies, 
conversation analysis and case research. The theatre group Dacapo engages 
in research in three roles: In making sense of user knowledge in project teams 
and companies, in facilitating cross-disciplinary exchange among researchers, 
and in disseminating research outcomes to broader audiences.
Over the past 5 years SPIRE has substantiated the concept of Participatory 
Innovation as a practice with its own tools and methods, we have drawn 
business model innovation into the realm of participatory action, and we 
have demonstrated how conversation analysis and complex responsive 
process theory can complement action research to substantiate claims on 
social processes of innovation. SPIRE initiated the Participatory Innovation 
Conference series in 2011 to encourage cross-disciplinary innovation research.
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